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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable ROB-
ERT P. CASEY, Jr., a Senator from the 
State of Pennsylvania. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal Lord God, empower our Sen-

ators to make consistency a top pri-
ority. Lead them over life’s mountains 
and through life’s valleys with a spirit 
of faithfulness and trust in You and a 
kindness and respect for each other. 
Help them to live their lives on an even 
keel and to never give in to despair. 
Whether in life’s sunshine or shadows, 
may they be aware that You will walk 
beside them, making the crooked 
places straight. Keep them from mak-
ing critical decisions without con-
sulting You or succumbing to the 
temptation of taking the easy way out. 
Infuse them with a spirit of gratitude 
to You for Your involvement in the 
destiny of our Nation and world. 

Lord, help us all to live lives worthy 
of Your love. We pray in Your wonder-
ful Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable ROBERT P. CASEY, Jr., 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, March 1, 2007. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable ROBERT P. CASEY, Jr., 
a Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CASEY thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will be in a period of 
morning business for 60 minutes, the 
first half under the control of the Re-
publicans, the second half under the 
control of the majority. Following 
morning business, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 4. I announced 
last night that there would be a Demo-
crat ready to offer an amendment. I am 
told this morning that individual 
called and said they are not ready now. 
We have a Bingaman amendment pend-
ing, and I understand there may be a 
second degree filed to that. If that is 
the case, I hope they will do that. I 
know Senator SCHUMER will be avail-
able to offer an amendment after 
lunch, 1 p.m. or thereabouts. 

I say this to my distinguished Repub-
lican colleague, Senator MCCONNELL: I 
don’t think it is fair to everybody to 
have such a schedule that is kind of up 
in the air. I think tomorrow we are 
going to finish around noon. Nobody 
seems to be anxious to offer amend-
ments. It is unfair to everybody else to 
be kind of standing around waiting for 
something to happen. We will stay in 
session tomorrow after that, if nec-

essary, for people to offer amendments. 
As I indicated, we can have some 
stacked votes when we come in Monday 
evening. 

The Republican leader and I have 
spoken. I don’t want to have to file clo-
ture on this bill, but Democrats and 
Republicans should understand that we 
can’t stand around and think we are 
going to legislate the last few hours of 
next week. We cannot do that. 

I say to people on my side of the aisle 
and those on the other side of the aisle, 
if they have amendments, offer them. I 
appreciate the amendments that have 
been offered in relation to this legisla-
tion. This is important legislation. 
There are still some controversial 
things that have to be decided. Waiting 
around is not going to do the trick. It 
is my understanding the Republican 
manager of the bill has been working 
with the administration on REAL ID. 
According to news reports this morn-
ing, the administration is going to 
offer some relief, and the managers of 
the bill and those who are concerned 
about REAL ID will have to decide if 
that is enough. 

I simply say that I wanted to have a 
lot done today, a lot done tomorrow, 
but I don’t think it is fair to everybody 
when there doesn’t appear to be a lot of 
interest. We on our side have hotlined 
Members to find out who has amend-
ments to offer. There are a few amend-
ments Senators have requested to put 
in line for offering themselves. We are 
certainly able to do that. But that line 
has to start someplace. 

We are going to finish this bill next 
week. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the majority 
leader yield for an observation on that 
point? 

Mr. REID. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I think it is a 

problem on both sides of the aisle. I 
agree with the majority leader, we 
need to get going. I will give an exam-
ple, what happened yesterday. Senator 
DEMINT came down shortly after noon 
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to offer his amendment, was prepared 
to accept a short time agreement, so 
we could have had a vote early in the 
afternoon. But in that particular in-
stance, the problem was on the side of 
my good friend, the majority leader. 
We were unable to get a time agree-
ment on Senator DEMINT’s amendment 
until almost the end of the afternoon 
because there was someone on that side 
of the aisle who wanted to offer a side- 
by-side. This has been sort of a bipar-
tisan problem both the majority leader 
and myself have in getting this legisla-
tion going and getting votes up and 
handled. Yesterday, the dilemma was 
basically on his side. On our side, our 
hands are not entirely clean, either. We 
are trying to get amendments up. 

I happen to agree with the majority 
leader, we ought to have a full day 
with plenty of amendments. We are 
working hard to get that done on our 
side. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I repeat, I 
have had a number of people come to 
me and say: You have announced there 
are going to be votes Friday afternoon. 
We are not having votes Wednesday 
afternoon; why worry about Friday 
afternoon? 

I say to everyone, if they have things 
to do this weekend—and I am sure they 
do—we are going to be out of here 
around noon tomorrow as far as votes. 
I leave the door open. If Members want 
to offer amendments, they can still 
come and do so. The managers will be 
here, if necessary, until sundown to-
morrow night, when Chairman LIEBER-
MAN’s Sabbath begins. 

We want to move forward. For the in-
formation of Members, today at 3 p.m., 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, General Pace, will be in 407 to 
brief Members who wish to be briefed. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to a period of 
morning business for up to 60 minutes, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with 
the first 30 minutes under the control 
of the Republicans and the second 30 
minutes under the control of the ma-
jority. 

The Senator from Wyoming. 

f 

TSA 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want-
ed to make a few remarks relative to 
the TSA legislation the Senate is con-
sidering. I do hope we can get it fin-
ished. I am a little confused about 
what we are trying to achieve with the 
measure that is before us. We have al-
ready been through this. We have 

passed a great many of the rec-
ommendations that were made by the 
9/11 Commission—actually, most of 
them, as a matter of fact. It is of con-
cern to me that we have a 300-page bill 
here on what is left in the Commis-
sion’s report. 

We are going through a number of 
the bills that relate to portions of the 
report that really have nothing to do 
with enhancing homeland security. For 
example, the 9/11 Commission didn’t 
have anything to do with collective 
bargaining rights for labor unions. 
Here we probably had a good reason 
not to do that. In fact, we had this ex-
tended debate back in 2002. We found 
that it was not in the interest of na-
tional security to provide collective 
bargaining rights in this instance. Here 
we are dealing with it again. 

I guess I am just a little impatient in 
that we need to move on. I don’t think 
homeland security ought to have the 
approval of labor unions to move for-
ward. The policy would also greatly 
hinder TSA’s flexibility to respond to 
terrorist threats, fresh intelligence, 
and other emergencies, if we did it that 
way. We need to have the ability to 
move screeners around as schedules are 
necessary and threats change. Obvi-
ously, in a security bill of this kind, 
there needs to be the kind of flexi-
bility, the kind of management that 
can be there for the agencies that are 
responsible. The real focus is on the ca-
pability to deal with homeland secu-
rity. 

Another concern I have, frankly, is a 
provision relative to the distribution of 
funding. I understand that urban areas, 
large areas—New York and so on—have 
more concerns about security and 
threats, perhaps, but rural areas do as 
well. We have energy production and 
those kinds of things. Wyoming origi-
nally had $20 million involved. It has 
dropped to $9 million. We do have mili-
tary bases there. Large sums of money 
have been unused, and we need to 
evaluate that distribution somewhat. 

As we debate the bill, I look forward 
to supporting amendments that would 
actually make America safer and that 
we don’t get into areas that really are 
not directly associated with security. 
That is what this legislation is about. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we are 

debating S. 4, dealing with the TSA 
employees, the Transportation Secu-
rity Agency. The most controversial 
aspect of that has to do with the union-
ization of those employees. We have 
had this debate before. We had it when 
the Department of Homeland Security 
was created. It was a very vigorous de-
bate. Quite frankly, it held up the bill 
for a considerable period of time. 

Ultimately, the Senate and the 
House decided, with the concurrence of 
the President, that it would not be a 
good idea to have these workers union-
ized. But they are Federal workers and 
they should have the same rights as 

every other Federal worker was the ar-
gument in favor of unionization. The 
argument against has to do with the 
peculiar nature of their assignment. 
They are not Federal workers in the 
same sense that people working in the 
Federal Highway Administration, 
building highways, might be Federal 
workers. They are not Federal workers 
in the same sense that people dealing 
with normal routines are Federal 
workers. 

They appear to be, as we see them 
day to day—as all of us go through the 
security procedures at airports and we 
take off our shoes and our belts and we 
forget our boarding pass because it is 
in the bin with the computer and they 
have to help us recover it and so on— 
we all have the sense that these are 
fairly routine operations they are 
going through. Therefore, why not 
allow them to form a union and engage 
in collective bargaining, because this 
is, in fact, fairly routine work—very 
important work, to be sure, but fairly 
routine. In fact, it is not fairly routine, 
as we have seen during the time this 
force has been in place. 

Let me take my colleagues back to 
the situation before the TSA was cre-
ated. Screening was done airport by 
airport, contractor by contractor, be-
cause it was viewed as a routine kind 
of thing. Like all Senators, I travel in 
and out of enough airports to know 
that each airport is different. In the 
days before TSA, one never quite knew 
what they were going to get. You 
would go through one airport very rap-
idly, you would go to another and they 
would be sticklers for detail. 

These people were contracted by the 
airlines, and they had a wide range of 
skills and a wide range of training. One 
of the reasons we decided after 9/11 we 
would have a single Federal force to 
deal with this was we wanted a single 
level of training, accountability, and 
competence to cover the entire Amer-
ican system anywhere in the country. 

I have found that is now basically 
true. If I go through the airport in 
Philadelphia, I get treated pretty much 
the same way as if I go through the air-
port in Salt Lake City. This, however, 
has a security component that is over 
and above the screening component. 

We are in a war with an enemy un-
like any we have ever had before, and 
the primary tool in protecting us in 
this war is intelligence. This is an in-
telligence war rather than a war be-
tween tanks and aircraft carriers and 
infantry battalions. So when the intel-
ligence turns up a key piece of infor-
mation in this war, the TSA must be 
flexible and responsive to its leader-
ship. 

If we had a series of organized 
unions, one different in each of the 450 
airports that operate in the United 
States, we would not have the flexi-
bility nor the capacity to respond that 
we currently have in this situation. 

Let me give you a few case studies to 
illustrate what I mean. 

The most dramatic, of course, was 
that which occurred when the British 
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intelligence operations discovered 
there was a plot to blow airplanes up 
over the Atlantic through the device of 
taking innocent-looking liquids on-
board the airplane and then combining 
them to create an explosive bomb on 
the airplane. 

I remember a study being done at the 
University of Utah after this was over, 
by some of the professors there who 
looked at it and said: It is possible, it 
can be done, and it can be done fairly 
simply. They outlined how it would be 
done—something that, frankly, had not 
occurred to anybody as they were set-
ting up TSA in the first place. 

The terrorists in Great Britain were 
inventive enough to come up with the 
idea. As we contemplate the possibility 
of it being carried out, it is truly dia-
bolical. They would have gotten on the 
airplane, passing all screening, gotten 
together back in the coach cabin—they 
would not have had to storm the cock-
pit or try to take over the airplane the 
way the terrorists on 9/11 did—mixed 
their chemicals together and had the 
airplane blow up over the Atlantic. 

That means there would be no black 
box to recover. The entire wreckage of 
the airplane would be at the bottom of 
the Atlantic, far beyond any discovery, 
and the airplane would simply have 
disappeared off the radar scope, with 
no explanation, no commentary in the 
cockpit. The pilot would be reporting, 
if anybody was listening, that every-
thing was fine, everything was normal 
and, suddenly, the airplane would have 
disappeared. 

The terrorists were scheduled to 
blowup not one plane, but three or 
four. Can we imagine what kind of un-
certainty that would have created in 
the air traffic system worldwide if that 
plot had succeeded? Fortunately, the 
British intelligence agencies discov-
ered it, interrupted it, and prevented 
it. In the process, naturally, they noti-
fied the American intelligence agen-
cies. What did those agencies do? They 
went to TSA. They went to the TSA 
leadership and explained what had hap-
pened. The TSA leadership had a secu-
rity clearance to get all the informa-
tion about the intelligence involved, 
and TSA swung into action imme-
diately. 

Let me give you some of the details. 
At 4 o’clock in the morning, transpor-
tation security officers arriving at the 
east coast airports, where the first 
flights would take off, were informed 
there were new procedures. They were 
instructed in the procedures. They 
were trained very quickly. Imme-
diately, seamlessly, through the entire 
TSA system, everyone was brought up 
to speed. 

The difference between what hap-
pened in Great Britain and what hap-
pened in America is fairly dramatic. 
Let me read a commentary that de-
scribes that: ‘‘Passengers in the United 
States and the United Kingdom saw 
two completely different effects of the 
changes. In the UK, dozens of flights 
were canceled, scores delayed, and a 

nightmare of travel backups ensued 
and lasted for days. By contrast, no 
cancellations occurred in the United 
States as a result of this change.’’ 
None. 

That is because TSA was nimble; 
TSA could act quickly. There was no 
concern about revealing the intel-
ligence source of this information to 
the leaders of TSA because they were 
all Government employees, and they 
were all responsive to the Secretary of 
Homeland Security. 

If collective bargaining had been in 
place and a requirement for union ap-
proval of change of routines, a clear-
ance by shop stewards of change of pat-
terns, to make sure it fit in with the 
collective bargaining requirement—a 
different series of requirements at dif-
ferent airports, as the union would or-
ganize Philadelphia but not Baltimore, 
as the union would organize Kennedy 
but not LaGuardia, as the union would 
organize Miami but not New Orleans or 
wherever you might want to go—the 
patchwork that would occur, if passage 
of S. 4 goes forward in its present form, 
would create all kinds of chaos in the 
United States. 

Fear of disclosing the British infor-
mation might have caused U.S. offi-
cials to say: Let’s think twice before 
we describe what is going on and why 
we are doing what we are doing because 
it might reveal sources and methods to 
people who are not cleared for that and 
inadvertently they could leak it back 
to al-Qaida. None of those fears oc-
curred. None of those problems arose 
because TSA was structured from the 
very beginning to be the kind of agency 
it is. 

Another example of what could hap-
pen if we allow S. 4 to go forward in its 
present form occurred in Canada. 
Quoting from a description of that: 

Consider a recent incident in Canada, a na-
tion whose air security system does not have 
the flexibility like that granted to the TSA. 
Last Thanksgiving, as part of a labor dis-
pute, ‘‘passenger luggage was not properly 
screened—and sometimes not screened at 
all’’ as airport screeners engaged in a work- 
to-rule campaign, creating long lines at To-
ronto’s Pearson International Airport. 

OK, that is the kind of thing we ex-
pect. Unions organize for the ability to 
do slowdowns or strikes or whatever as 
pressure on management to get what 
they want. That is what happened. 

What was the consequence with re-
spect to security? 

A government report found that to clear 
the lines, about 250,000 passengers were 
rushed through with minimal or no screen-
ing whatsoever. One Canadian security ex-
pert was quoted as saying that ‘‘if terrorists 
had known that in those three days that 
their baggage wasn’t going to be searched, 
that would have been bad.’’ 

I think it would have been more than 
bad. If the terrorists had had any ad-
vance indication there would be that 
kind of breakdown in the screening ac-
tivities in Canada as a result of union 
activity, they would have said: All 
right, that is the time we go to the air-
port, we go to the airport in some num-

bers, we carry liquids with us in our 
baggage, and we put explosives in our 
checked baggage because it is all going 
to go through without proper screen-
ing. The pressures from the Thanks-
giving Day travelers are going to be so 
high that people are going to say: Well, 
just let it go through this once. 

For the terrorists to strike a signifi-
cant blow at the United States, all we 
need to do is ‘‘let it go through just 
this once’’ and have them have advance 
notice of when it would go through. 

You cannot organize a strike, you 
cannot organize a work action without 
people knowing about it. I am not sug-
gesting, in any sense, that anyone in 
TSA—unionized or not—would ever be 
complicit in notifying al-Qaida of the 
fact that a work action was coming. 
But al-Qaida, in a unionized situation, 
would say: Here is something we want 
to monitor. Here is something we want 
to pay attention to. Some innocent, in-
advertent remark on the part of a 
unionized member of TSA could easily 
get back to al-Qaida, and they would 
say: We are ready for this. Let’s go. 
Here is the opportunity. It is going to 
come up at Thanksgiving. It is going to 
come up at New Years. It is going to 
come up at the Super Bowl or some 
other situation. 

Unions look for those kinds of situa-
tions where they can get maximum le-
verage for their work actions. It is not 
hard to figure out where that kind of 
thing might occur. So if a union is dis-
satisfied with working conditions at an 
airport that services the Super Bowl 
city on Super Bowl Sunday and says: 
We are going to have a slowdown here 
unless we get this, that or the other, 
and the slowdown occurs, it would not 
take a genius on al-Qaida’s part to say: 
That is where we probe. That is where 
we do our best to get into the system. 

Once again, if the plot in Britain had 
borne fruit and three airplanes had dis-
appeared off the radar screen, with no 
advance warning and no way to find 
out what actually happened, worldwide 
travel would have been disrupted ev-
erywhere. The economy not only of our 
country but many others would have 
been seriously devastated. The con-
sequences, tragic as they would have 
been for the families of those on those 
three airplanes, would have multiplied 
across the world. 

I do not want to take that chance. I 
intend to support the administration’s 
position, which says: If this provision 
relating to unionization of TSA em-
ployees does not come out of the bill, 
we will oppose the bill. The President 
has indicated he might very well veto 
the bill if this provision does not come 
out. I hope we do not have to go that 
far. I will oppose this provision. I will 
oppose the bill if the provision stays in. 
If it does go that far and gets to the 
President’s desk, I will vote to uphold 
the President’s veto. 

I think the war on terror has taught 
us we are dealing with an entirely dif-
ferent kind of enemy, one who is very 
patient, one who is very intelligent, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2440 March 1, 2007 
and one who is very inventive. For us 
to treat security matters such as air-
port security as a routine kind of task 
that can be dealt with in routine kinds 
of training and, therefore, is eligible 
for routine kinds of labor relations be-
tween management—in this case, our 
leading security agencies—and labor— 
in this case, those who are on the 
frontline of security for our Nation— 
would be foolish. 

For that reason, again, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would oppose this bill if this 
provision does not come out. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
OBAMA). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 8 minutes of the Democratic 
time. 

f 

FDA REGULATION OF TOBACCO 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, every 

year, 450,000 Americans die from smok-
ing-related illnesses. That means to-
bacco companies have to find 450,000 
new customers every year. Here is how 
they do it. 

There is a new ad campaign from 
Camel that targets young girls. This is 
part of a mailer that Camel sent to 
young women around the country, es-
pecially aimed at young women, call-
ing Camel cigarettes ‘‘light and lus-
cious.’’ You will notice the resem-
blance of this mailing to a popular per-
fume. This is Camel No. 9. Inside this 
box—this is inside the mailing—is 
something that looks like a cigarette 
box. These are not actually cigarettes. 
They are not allowed to do that under 
law. But if you open this, you will see 
Camel is offering two for one, two 
packs of cigarettes for the price of one. 

In Ohio, 20 percent or 134,000 high 
school students smoke, and each year 
more than 18,000 children under the age 
of 18 become daily smokers. The Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
estimates that almost 300,000 Ohio chil-
dren under the age of 18 who start 
smoking now will die prematurely as a 
result. Almost 300,000 children who 
start smoking now will die pre-
maturely as a result. 

Our Nation’s youth, frankly, are al-
most certainly not aware of these stag-
gering statistics when they try their 
first cigarette, but we are aware of it. 
If we are not, we should be. It is our re-
sponsibility to make sure our children 
are safe and don’t fall victim to these 
unhealthy addictions—addictions with 
deadly outcomes. It is our responsi-
bility to make sure our children are 
safe and don’t fall victim to unhealthy 
addictions. 

FDA regulation of tobacco products, 
legislation introduced by Senator KEN-

NEDY, is not only necessary to protect 
our kids, it will improve the overall 
health of our Nation and save countless 
lives. FDA regulation is necessary be-
cause most cigarette manufacturers 
have proved time and again they have 
no desire to take the course of respon-
sible action. Instead, in an act of mor-
ally reprehensible profiteering that 
contravenes a multistate tobacco 
agreement struck in 1998, cigarette 
manufacturers are once again using ad-
vertising campaigns to lure teenagers 
into a deadly habit. 

These unscrupulous business prac-
tices especially prey on girls in par-
ticular. As a father of three daughters, 
I take personal offense to this kind of 
advertising that glamorizes cigarettes. 
Their latest gimmick, again, as I said, 
is a mailing of a takeoff on a popular 
perfume. They are sending these out, I 
presume, to hundreds of thousands of 
young women. 

It strains the imagination that this 
ad campaign and these kinds of two- 
for-one coupons—it strains the imagi-
nation to think that this is aimed at 
anyone other than 15- and 16- and 17- 
year-old girls. These images make 
their way into millions of homes across 
the country through these mailers, and 
they reveal, as I said, a prize of two- 
for-one coupons, even though ciga-
rettes are legal only for 18-year-olds 
and older. Cigarette manufacturers are 
literally investing in the premature 
deaths of our daughters. 

It is up to Congress to put a stop to 
it. Lung-related cancers are the fastest 
growing and now the leading cause of 
cancer death among women. As elected 
officials, we have an obligation to en-
sure the health and safety of those who 
sent us to the Senate. As parents, we 
have a moral imperative to ensure our 
children are afforded the best chance 
for a bright start. There is nothing 
‘‘light’’ or ‘‘luscious’’ about dying from 
lung cancer. 

Every year, smoking costs our Na-
tion more than $96 billion in health 
care costs. The real costs, of course, 
are the 450,000 lives lost every single 
year to smoking-related illnesses. 

In my home State of Ohio, health 
care costs directly caused by smoking 
topped $4.3 billion, $1.5 billion of which 
is covered by our State Medicaid Pro-
gram—the taxpayers. This is a drain on 
our health care system. It is a drain on 
our local communities. It is a drain on 
our Federal and State budgets. Con-
gress must grant, under the Kennedy 
proposal, the FDA authority to regu-
late tobacco products. 

We have a responsibility to our Na-
tion to ensure that children are safer 
and they are not the victims of sugges-
tive marketing by tobacco companies. 
Congress has debated the issue of FDA 
authority over tobacco for nearly a 
decade. It is time to finish the debate 
and take action to protect children, 
protect young women, girls, from this 
kind of advertising, from these kinds of 
campaigns because if we take the right 
kinds of action, it will save literally 
hundreds of thousands of lives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized. 

f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 
LANCE CORPORAL DESHON E. OTEY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, like 
every one of my colleagues, I stand in 
awe of the brave men and women who 
have volunteered to take up arms and 
defend our country. Some are called to 
make the ultimate sacrifice. And so 
today I ask the Senate to pause in lov-
ing memory of LCpl DeShon E. Otey of 
Radcliff, KY. He was 24 years old. 

Lance Corporal Otey, a marine, died 
on June 21, 2004, while serving with an 
elite sniper team sent on a crucial mis-
sion in Ramadi, Iraq. Otey and three 
other marines entered the town to tar-
get the dangerous terrorists who had 
turned it into one of the most hostile 
in the country. 

To this day we can not be sure how 
tragedy struck Otey on this final mis-
sion. After headquarters could not 
make contact with his team, other ma-
rines were sent to find out what hap-
pened. 

Lance Corporal Otey was found 
killed, shot in the torso. The other 
three soldiers had met the same fate, 
and their weapons had been taken by 
the enemy. 

Just 3 months before his death, 
Lance Corporal Otey had survived a 
particularly brutal attack by the ter-
rorists—again, in Ramadi, the site of 
many difficult battles. Then, Otey was 
the sole survivor out of all the men in 
his humvee. 

For his actions as a marine, Lance 
Corporal Otey earned numerous medals 
and awards, including the Purple Heart 
and the Combat Action Ribbon. 

Mr. President, though we mourn the 
loss of this hero’s life, we would not 
mourn how he lived it. Lance Corporal 
Otey’s mother Robin Mays tells us he 
wanted to join the Marines for about as 
long as she could remember. ‘‘All he 
ever dreamed about was being a ma-
rine,’’ she says. ‘‘He was the consum-
mate marine—reserved, soft-spoken, 
would only speak when spoken to. He 
lived for the Marines.’’ 

As a student at North Hardin High 
School, in Hardin County, KY, DeShon 
was an amateur boxer who had several 
bouts in nearby Louisville, KY. He was 
also a lineman for the North Hardin 
High football team. 

But even as a high-school student, 
DeShon was preparing for the rigorous 
life of a marine. He tested for both the 
Marine Corps and the Air Force, earn-
ing high scores. He worked with a Ma-
rine recruiter, and sometimes the two 
would go off to participate in war 
games. 

DeShon proved to have great prowess 
with a weapon. He was eventually se-
lected to be a sniper, a highly respected 
position that comes with a lot of re-
sponsibility and a lot of training. He 
went on to earn the Rifle Marksman 
Badge and the Pistol Marksman Badge. 

Of course, DeShon had other inter-
ests as well. His mother remembers 
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that when he was little, he loved to 
watch television cooking shows. One 
night after coming home from work, 
Mrs. Mays told DeShon and his little 
brothers Ronald and Domenique that 
she would cook dinner for them. 

But after seeing how easy it looked 
on TV, little DeShon told his mom that 
he would cook for the family instead. 
‘‘Let DeShon cook!’’ cried Ronald and 
Domenique in agreement. ‘‘Sometimes 
he’d create his own little dinner,’’ says 
Ronald, who says DeShon was a good 
cook. 

DeShon joined the Marines shortly 
after high school graduation. He under-
went boot camp in Guam, and during a 
2-week-long wilderness survival course 
had to eat crabs, snakes and snails. He 
told his mother, ‘‘The snails were the 
nastiest.’’ 

DeShon’s passion to excel as a ma-
rine was clear to others. ‘‘He was dedi-
cated,’’ says Ronald. ‘‘He loved what he 
did. He wouldn’t change it.’’ Eventu-
ally, DeShon would recruit three of his 
friends and Ronald to join the Marines. 

‘‘He’s the reason we signed up,’’ con-
firms Ronald. ‘‘He talked about it all 
the time. He would call a lot, let us 
know how it was.’’ 

Ronald looked up to his brother 
DeShon, who was four years older, and 
Ronald also played football at North 
Hardin High School. After enlisting, 
Ronald entered the school of infantry. 
DeShon would call his little brother 
often to encourage him and give him 
advice. 

By that point, DeShon was calling 
from Ramadi, Iraq, site of some of the 
toughest fighting against the terror-
ists. Lieutenant Colonel Paul Kennedy, 
his battalion commander, has said that 
‘‘within the blink of an eye, the situa-
tion [in Ramadi] went from relatively 
calm to a raging storm.’’ 

Lance Corporal Otey joined the 2nd 
Battalion, 4th Marine Regiment, made 
up of tough, battle-hardened warriors. 
Their motto is ‘‘Second to None,’’ and 
the battalion patch they wear on their 
shoulders proudly declares them to be 
‘‘The Magnificent Bastards.’’ 

Lance Corporal Otey was a star in 
this elite unit. And he became well 
known as a survivor of one of the most 
brutal battles the 2nd Battalion, 4th 
Marine Regiment would ever see. 

On the morning of April 6, 2004, ter-
rorists walked through Ramadi’s mar-
ketplace, telling shopkeepers to close 
their stores and warning them, 
‘‘Today, we are going to kill Ameri-
cans.’’ That day they ambushed ma-
rines in four separate, but coordinated, 
attacks. 

Lance Corporal Otey was part of a 
squadron sent in to support another 
group of marines that was under at-
tack. He and seven other marines en-
tered the combat zone in a green 
humvee. 

Suddenly terrorist snipers on the 
rooftops opened fire. Bullets pierced 
the humvee, killing driver LCpl Kyle 
Crowley and sending the vehicle tum-
bling onto its side. 

‘‘I remember when we got to our ob-
jective I started to hear ‘tink, tink, 
tink,’’’ Lance Corporal Otey later told 
the Marine Corps News. ‘‘I was like, 
‘Man, we’re being shot at. Get out of 
the vehicle.’ ’’ 

Lance Corporal Otey leapt out and 
took cover behind a wall, calling out to 
his fellow marines to do the same. Bul-
lets whizzed by him—one even went 
through his pants leg—but none hit 
him. Amazingly, a hand grenade 
thrown at his feet did not go off. 

Lance Corporal Otey returned fire 
and eventually more reinforcements 
came and successfully squelched the 
terrorists’ attack. Otey was the only 
survivor of all the men who had been in 
his humvee. 

In all, 16 marines were killed in the 
battle, and 25 wounded. But marines 
seized several hundred weapons sys-
tems from the enemy and killed over 
250 anti-American fighters. 

Lance Corporal Otey called his moth-
er later to tell her about the epic bat-
tle and that he was ok. During their 
conversation, she could hear several 
people congratulating her son for a job 
well done. 

One of the screenwriters of the Mel 
Gibson film ‘‘We Were Soldiers’’ even 
flew to Iraq to hear Lance Corporal 
Otey’s story, telling him it might be 
used for a movie. 

Still, this was little consolation for 
the loss of his Marine brothers. ‘‘I talk 
with some of the other guys in the pla-
toon about what happened, but it still 
hurts,’’ Lance Corporal Otey told a 
newspaper afterwards. 

Using the Marine term for a sleeping 
bunk, he continued, ‘‘Every time I 
walk into our living space I see the 
empty racks. Those were guys I used to 
talk to about my problems. Now I don’t 
hear their voices anymore.’’ 

Tragically, Lance Corporal Otey’s 
rack would go empty less than 3 
months later. 

Lance Corporal Otey was buried with 
full military rites in Cave Hill Ceme-
tery in Louisville. Robin Mays points 
out that DeShon lies next to a World 
War II veteran and a Korean War vet-
eran, and 10 graves away from his 
grandmother, Mrs. Mays’s mother. 

Nothing can turn this sad story into 
a happy one for Lance Corporal Otey’s 
family. But there is one more chapter 
to tell. Two years after Lance Corporal 
Otey’s death, marines in Fallujah 
killed two terrorists, a sniper and a 
spotter, who were preparing to shoot at 
marines. The sniper was using an M–40– 
A–1 rifle that had been taken from 
Lance Corporal Otey’s team that fate-
ful day in June 2004. 

The marines returned the rifle to 
Lance Corporal Otey’s battalion, and 
Lieutenant Colonel Kennedy hopes to 
make it a memorial to Lance Corporal 
Otey and all the members of his bat-
talion who were killed in Iraq. And he 
believes the chances are strong that 
the terrorists found with this weapon 
were among the ones who killed Lance 
Corporal Otey. 

Our prayers go out to Mrs. Robin 
Mays for the loss of her son, and we 
thank her for sharing her memories of 
DeShon with us. DeShon’s stepfather, 
Larry Mays; his brothers, Ronald and 
Domenique; his stepsisters, Mykeba 
Woods and Shauna Mays; his aunts, 
Terri Able and Cynthia Williams; his 
uncles, Ronald Jeffries and Dwayne 
Able; his grandmother, Betty Williams; 
and his step-grandmother Gracie Mays 
are in our thoughts today as well. 

DeShon’s brother Ronald is now a 
lance corporal in the Marines, cur-
rently stationed in North Carolina. He 
has a son who’s just 19 months old, and 
born a year to the day after Lance Cor-
poral Otey was buried on July 3, 2004, a 
day the city of Radcliff dedicated to 
him. Ronald named his son DeShon 
after the uncle he will never meet. 

No one could ever repay Lance Cor-
poral Otey’s family for their loss. But 
we can honor them today by giving his 
sacrifice the reverence and respect it 
deserves. And we can promise that his 
country will never forget his service. 

But I suspect that the greatest trib-
ute to DeShon will be the little boy 
who will grow up bearing his name. 
Let’s not let that child ever doubt that 
his uncle was a hero. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
f 

IRAQ 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
first let me extend my condolences to 
the Republican leader and to the people 
of Kentucky for the loss of their coura-
geous native son. 

Mr. President, I rise this morning be-
cause in recent days we have learned, 
to our great dismay, that this adminis-
tration has let one of our most sacred 
promises go unfulfilled. 

In Rhode Island last week I visited 
veterans convalescing at our VA hos-
pital in Providence. On Tuesday, mem-
bers of Rhode Island’s branch of the 
Disabled American Veterans came to 
talk with me in Washington. They 
came to appeal for those returning 
from the war in Iraq. 

Of course, there are many brave vet-
erans whom I have met with through-
out my State over the past several 
years at American Legion posts, senior 
centers, Fourth of July and Memorial 
Day parades, and at our many commu-
nity dinners in towns all over Rhode Is-
land. They were men and women, 
young and old. They served in our Na-
tion’s wars from World War II to Viet-
nam to the conflict in Iraq. Like the 
DAV members I met yesterday, they 
wanted us to hear what they had to tell 
us: the infuriating truth that we are 
failing to support our troops as they 
return from Iraq and Afghanistan. 

When we ask ordinary men and 
women to do the extraordinary and 
stand up and serve in harm’s way, we 
know that we can never fully repay 
what they and their families have 
given us. The service of Lance Corporal 
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Otey, which we just heard about from 
the Republican leader, certainly em-
phasizes that point. But we can surely 
pledge to these men and women that 
we will give them what they need in 
the field, and when their service is 
ended we will care for them ade-
quately. Breaking that promise is a 
dishonor to them and to their sacrifice, 
and it is not supporting our troops. 

I believe—as do many of my col-
leagues—that the best way to support 
our troops would be to deploy them 
back out of Iraq and define a more sen-
sible and responsible strategy against 
terror. Some on the other side of the 
aisle have claimed our calls for a new 
strategy in Iraq mean we do not sup-
port our troops. This argument is truly 
horrible, thoroughly false, and I hope 
people watching can understand how it 
shows the depths to which this debate 
has plummeted. 

To add on that for a moment, I say 
that not because on this side of the 
aisle we are too thin-skinned to take a 
shot in the give-and-take of politics. 
That is the nature of what we signed up 
for. That is not what this is about. 
What this is about is that the battle of 
slogans we are seeing over this impor-
tant issue for our country right now 
displaces the exchange of ideas and a 
thoughtful and realistic discussion of 
what our new strategy options are, and 
in that sense it greatly disserves the 
American people. 

Let’s judge the support for our troops 
within this Chamber and within the ad-
ministration by real actions, not in-
flammatory and phony rhetoric. By 
that measure, it is fair to question 
whether the Bush administration and 
those in this Chamber who support the 
President’s Iraq policy truly under-
stand the need of America’s veterans— 
men and women fighting in Iraq—and 
those who will soon join them there as 
this President escalates this conflict. 

We want our troops now in Iraq to 
come home safely. They want to send 
tens of thousands more there. They 
have sent them without adequate sup-
port personnel, equipment, or armor. 
Indeed, during the course of my cam-
paign to come to this place, I heard 
from mothers who had to go into their 
pocketbooks to pay for body armor for 
sons and daughters headed for Iraq be-
cause they could not count on this ad-
ministration to provide them that 
basic need. 

Also, we have sent them without ade-
quate assurance that should they be in-
jured in the line of duty, they would be 
properly cared for when they return. 
That is not supporting the troops. In 
America, we have the best doctors, 
nurses, facilities, and medical equip-
ment. From combat medics to VA hos-
pitals, the military can and does pro-
vide our Active-Duty military per-
sonnel and veterans with medical care 
that is second to none. But despite all 
this, our military and veterans health 
care system has a crushing, all-encom-
passing problem; that is, access to that 
care. 

When service men and women enter 
the VA system, too often they begin a 
long, uphill battle for access to the 
care and benefits they need to get well 
and rebuild their lives. The war in Iraq 
has triggered a flood of new veterans 
that risks overwhelming the VA sys-
tem. Mr. President, 700,000 veterans of 
Iraq and Afghanistan are expected to 
enter the military and VA health care 
systems in coming years at a projected 
cost of as much as $600 billion. 

According to the Army Times, the 
number of service members being ap-
proved for permanent disability retire-
ment has ‘‘plunged’’—to use their 
word, ‘‘plunged’’—by more than two- 
thirds since 2001. The Army’s physical 
disability caseload has increased by 80 
percent since 2001. As it attempts to 
process new benefits claims in fiscal 
year 2006, the VA is experiencing a 
400,000-case backlog. Veterans fre-
quently wait 6 months to 2 years before 
they begin to receive monthly benefits. 

These problems are especially acute 
in the area of mental health. More 
than 73,000 veterans of Iraq and Af-
ghanistan treated by the VA since 2002 
have been diagnosed with a potential 
mental disorder. More than 39,000 have 
been tentatively diagnosed with post- 
traumatic stress disorder, and 35 per-
cent of Iraq veterans have sought psy-
chological counseling within a year of 
returning home. But where the VA 
spent over $3,500 per veteran on mental 
health care back in 1995, it spends just 
over $2,500 today—a drop of close to 
$1,000 per veteran. 

These are troubling statistics, but 
they fail utterly to capture our dismay 
at the reports published over the past 
several days in the Washington Post 
and Newsweek magazine of the unac-
ceptable living conditions for out-
patients at Walter Reed Medical Center 
and the stifling bureaucracy that 
blockades many veterans’ access to 
care. 

The Washington Post wrote of sol-
diers living in Walter Reed facilities 
infested with mold and mice, unable to 
get new uniforms to replace those cut 
from their bodies by military doctors 
in the field, forced to bring photos and 
even their own Purple Hearts to prove 
to file clerks that they, indeed, served 
in Iraq. Waiting months, as the VA 
processes benefit claims in what Ma-
rine Sgt Ryan Groves called ‘‘a nonstop 
process of stalling,’’ these soldiers and 
their families move from appointment 
to appointment and submit form after 
form, often to replace earlier forms al-
ready lost by the system. Many suffer, 
as we saw on television the other night 
on ABC, from brain injuries, from post- 
traumatic stress disorder, or from 
other mental health conditions, but 
Walter Reed’s outpatient facilities lack 
sufficient mental health counselors and 
social workers to help them navigate 
the system. 

The Post tells us many Walter Reed 
outpatients now face ‘‘teams of Army 
doctors scrutinizing their injuries for 
signs of preexisting conditions, less-

ening their chance for disability bene-
fits.’’ Veterans often must navigate 
this convoluted system alone, carrying 
stacks of medical records from ap-
pointment to appointment. The Post 
quoted Vera Heron, who lived on the 
post for over a year helping care for 
her son. Here is what she said: 

You are talking about guys and girls whose 
lives are disrupted for the rest of their lives, 
and they don’t put any priority on it. 

The care of our veterans returning 
home from Iraq should be among our 
Nation’s highest priorities. For these 
soldiers and their families to feel as 
forgotten and abandoned as they do 
means simply that this administration 
is not serving them as it should. It is 
not serving them as they served us. It 
is not supporting our troops. 

The Air Force Times just reported 
that soldiers at Walter Reed have now 
been told not to speak to the media 
and that the Pentagon has—and this is 
a quote—‘‘clamped down on media cov-
erage of any and all Defense Depart-
ment medical facilities . . . saying in 
an e-mail to spokespeople: ‘It will be in 
most cases not appropriate to engage 
the media while this review takes 
place,’ referring to an investigation of 
problems at Walter Reed.’’ 

This administration cannot and must 
not just bury its failure to support our 
troops behind a muzzled spokesperson 
cadre. I commend our Armed Services 
Committee, including my senior Sen-
ator, Rhode Island’s JACK REED, for 
that committee’s announced hearing 
on conditions at Walter Reed Hospital. 
I hope they will be relentless in their 
investigation. 

My colleagues and the constituents 
we represent wholeheartedly support 
our troops and our veterans. Anything 
else one hears is a lie. We believe it is 
time for our soldiers to redeploy out of 
Iraq because we believe that is our Na-
tion’s best strategy forward in the Mid-
dle East and to combat terror. But we 
also believe that as they serve and 
when they get home, we must make 
good on our promises—our promise to 
train and equip them in their service 
and our promise to care for them in 
their injury and illness. It is our obli-
gation to do this. In the face of all we 
have heard and seen, that obligation, 
like so many others, has been failed by 
this administration. I thank the Chair, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 
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IMPROVING AMERICA’S SECURITY 

ACT OF 2007 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 4, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 4) to make the United States 
more secure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission to 
fight the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Reid amendment No. 275, in the nature of a 

substitute; 
Collins amendment No. 277 (to amendment 

No. 275), to extend the deadline by which 
State identification documents shall comply 
with certain minimum standards; and 

Bingaman-Domenici amendment No. 281 
(to amendment No. 275), to provide financial 
aid to local law enforcement officials along 
the Nation’s borders. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, this 
is the second day of our consideration 
of this important legislation that came 
out with a bipartisan vote of 16 to 0, 
with one abstention, from our Home-
land Security and Governmental Af-
fairs Committee. As its title makes 
clear, this bill is aimed at finishing the 
job, completing the mission the 9/11 
Commission gave us to secure the 
American people while at home from 
potential terrorist attack post-9/11. 

We had some good discussion in the 
opening day yesterday. We adopted by 
voice an amendment offered by the 
Senator from California, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, which improved the security ele-
ments of the so-called visa waiver pro-
gram, and we adopted in rollcall votes 
two amendments by Senator DEMINT 
and another by Senator INOUYE which 
would codify the existing regulatory 
framework that creates the Transpor-
tation Worker Identification Card, 
TWIC. This is the system by which, 
again post-9/11, we are doing things we 
never thought we would have to do. 
Then again, we never thought we would 
be attacked by terrorists at home, 
striking against civilians using ele-
ments of our own commercial society, 
in that case planes, to try to destroy 
us. 

So here we are with these two 
amendments now that would codify the 
screening process by which we aim to 
assure that those working at our 
docks, and this will be extended more 
broadly over time to transportation 
sectors—there is a card now that exists 
for aviation-related facilities—to make 
sure that we have done some screening 
to see that the people who are now 
working behind the scenes or even in 
front of these transportation nodes, 
which have now in this age become po-
tential targets of terrorists, will be 
people whom we have reason to trust 
with that now very sensitive responsi-
bility. 

We return to the bill this morning, 
and we are moving ahead. There are 

several amendments that I know are 
being discussed. We have an amend-
ment my ranking member, Senator 
COLLINS of Maine, filed regarding the 
so-called REAL ID Act that is pending. 
There are other amendments that are 
being discussed. 

I would advise my colleagues and 
their staffs, if they are hearing this at 
this moment, that the floor is open. We 
gather that Senator SCHUMER and Sen-
ator MENENDEZ may be coming over 
with an amendment early this after-
noon dealing with port security, but 
there is nothing before us now. If you 
have an amendment, this would be a 
good time to bring it over. 

Mr. President, I note the presence of 
my friend and colleague from New 
Hampshire, Senator SUNUNU, on the 
floor, and I yield the floor to him at 
this time. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about an issue that was raised by 
the amendment offered by Senator 
COLLINS to this homeland security bill 
dealing with the REAL ID Program, a 
program that is ostensibly designed to 
improve standards for security and eli-
gibility for a driver’s license. One of 
the recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission, was that America needs to 
find a way to improve the issuance of 
driver’s licenses, a process which takes 
place daily in States all across the 
country and produces a form of identi-
fication used for various purposes, in 
order to ensure that this system is as 
secure and consistent as it can possibly 
be. 

I very much support those rec-
ommendations. In fact, in 2004, Con-
gress sent to the President an intel-
ligence reform bill that included a new, 
strong, well-defined process for improv-
ing those standards for security and 
eligibility, a negotiated rulemaking 
process, that brought the interested 
parties together. 

Who are the interested parties? 
States that issue the driver’s licenses, 
the motor vehicle departments we have 
all visited from time to time, the pri-
vacy advocates, the Department of 
Homeland Security, and other groups. 
All those entities that have a shared 
interest in improving the way driver’s 
licenses are issued, improving the 
standards for eligibility, improving 
standards for security and verification 
so that fraudulent activity is more eas-
ily identified and prevented. 

It was a good process, a sound proc-
ess, but, unfortunately, as Senator 
COLLINS and others have pointed out in 
this debate, back in 2005, during a de-
bate on an appropriation bill, there was 
a provision included that struck down 
this negotiated process, that cut the 
States out of the process, that 
superceded all those efforts and simply 
said to the Department of Homeland 
Security, the Federal Government, you 
decide the standards, you decide the 
criteria, and then simply require the 
States to comply. 

In Washington ‘‘speak,’’ that is 
called a big unfunded mandate, a man-

date from the Federal Government for 
the States to do something without 
any support of funds to actually imple-
ment the decision. It is never a good 
idea to impose such a stark unfunded 
mandate. Equally important, that kind 
of federalized process takes away an 
important responsibility that the 
States have historically had and I be-
lieve they should maintain. 

We shouldn’t be taking away the re-
sponsibility of the States to issue driv-
er’s licenses. We shouldn’t be taking 
away the responsibility for managing 
this information. We want to make 
this a better process, we want to im-
prove those standards, but we should 
not be cutting the States out and mov-
ing toward a national identity card 
system, which I think is fundamentally 
unnecessary. 

Senator COLLINS, recognizing these 
flaws in the REAL ID Program, came 
forward with an amendment that at 
least moves us back toward a rule-
making that listens to the States, that 
listens to local stakeholders, that lis-
tens to the departments of motor vehi-
cles across the country. I think at the 
end of the day that kind of an inclusive 
process will result in better standards 
that are less costly, that are more eas-
ily implemented, and that ultimately 
can be carried though more quickly 
than any unfunded Federal mandate 
ever could. 

Senator AKAKA and I have introduced 
legislation to fully repeal the REAL ID 
Act and bring us back to the nego-
tiated rulemaking that we had in 2004. 
I think that would be the best solution 
because the applicable provisions of 
that 2004 intelligence reform bill were 
well crafted, well thought out, sup-
ported by both the States and the Fed-
eral Government, and made great 
progress. But what Senator COLLINS 
has proposed, in delaying the imple-
mentation of these rules and bringing 
back State participants, privacy advo-
cates, and other stakeholders, is cer-
tainly a step in the right direction. I 
very much hope the administration is 
committed and sincere in the state-
ments they have made that they under-
stand that States need to be a part of 
this process. 

I support very much what Senator 
COLLINS is trying to do. I hope as our 
colleagues listen to this debate they 
recognize that improving security and 
eligibility standards for driver’s li-
censes does not mean that we have to 
take rights and responsibilities away 
from the States. It does not mean that 
we have to create a national ID card. It 
does not mean that we have to have a 
national database on every driver in 
America. We can do these things in a 
way that respects the rights of States, 
that makes us all more secure, and 
that is consistent with the 9/11 Com-
mission report. 

I thank both the chairman and the 
ranking member for allowing me the 
time to speak. I certainly hope that we 
continue to proceed to adopt the Col-
lins amendment or provisions similar 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:08 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S01MR7.REC S01MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2444 March 1, 2007 
to the Collins amendment, and I will 
certainly continue to speak out on this 
issue with my colleagues, such as Sen-
ator AKAKA and Senator ALEXANDER 
and others, who recognized, not this 
year or last year but back in 2005 when 
this program was forced upon us, that 
REAL ID simply does not take Amer-
ica in the right direction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN). The Senator from Maine is 
recognized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let me 
begin my comments this morning by 
commending the Senator from New 
Hampshire for his hard work and vig-
orous advocacy on this issue. He has 
been a very early voice, pointing out 
the unfairness of this unfunded man-
date on the States, unfunded mandates 
that the National Governors Associa-
tion estimates may cost $11 billion 
over the next 5 years. He has also 
raised very important concerns about 
the privacy implications of some of the 
provisions of the REAL ID Act. 

He was a strong supporter of the ap-
proach that we took in 2004 as part of 
the Intelligence Reform Act when we 
set up a negotiated rulemaking process 
which would bring all of the stake-
holders to the table—State govern-
ments, Federal agencies, privacy advo-
cates, technological experts—and 
clearly that would have been a far bet-
ter way to proceed. The Senator from 
New Hampshire is one of the Senate’s 
foremost advocates for privacy. He has 
brought that issue up, and his concerns 
about privacy and civil liberties, on 
other legislation such as the PATRIOT 
Act that has been before the Senate. I 
thank him for his leadership on this 
important issue. 

I do have some good news to report 
to my colleagues about the pending 
regulations for the REAL ID Act. As 
many of my colleagues are aware, one 
of the problems that the States have 
had is the Department of Homeland Se-
curity had yet to issue the regulations 
giving States the detailed guidance on 
how to comply with the REAL ID Act. 
This is a major problem for the States 
because of the looming deadline of May 
of next year by which time they are 
supposed to be in full compliance with 
the law, despite the fact that the regu-
lations had not been issued. It was that 
concern, the long delay by the Depart-
ment, the cost and the complexity of 
the task, and the privacy and civil lib-
erty implications that led several of us 
to come together and offer an amend-
ment that would have a 2-year delay in 
compliance with the REAL ID Act. 

I am pleased to inform my colleagues 
that as the result of some rather spir-
ited negotiations with the Department 
of Homeland Security that the Depart-
ment will announce later today regula-
tions that would give any State that 
asks an automatic, virtually, 2 years— 
it could be more than 2 years in some 
cases—but a 2-year delay in the re-
quirement to comply with the REAL 
ID Act. This is significant progress. 
The Department has finally recognized 

that it simply was unfair to impose 
this burden on the States, to set such 
an unrealistic compliance date when 
the Department had failed to issue the 
regulations. So the Department will be 
announcing today that any State that 
seeks an additional 2 years to comply 
with the regulations will be granted 
that extension. This is major progress. 

In addition, the Department will an-
nounce that it will reconvene the mem-
bers of the negotiated rulemaking com-
mittee that was established by the 2004 
Intelligence Reform Act and subse-
quently repealed by the REAL ID Act 
to come together and to comment on 
the Department’s regulations. Again, 
this reflects a major principle in the 
Collins amendment: that we should 
have a 2-year delay to allow for addi-
tional compliance time but that we 
should also reconvene the negotiated 
rulemaking committee, the committee 
that is comprised of State officials—in 
fact, Maine’s own secretary of state 
was one of the officials on the com-
mittee—and privacy experts, techno-
logical experts, all the stakeholders 
would be reconvened to formally re-
view the proposed regulations and pro-
vide the Department with the benefit 
of this committee’s insight. 

That is what should have happened in 
the first place but, certainly, given 
where we are now, this is another very 
positive step that the Department is 
taking. It reflects the principles in the 
amendment that I and others offered 
yesterday. It is obvious that the pend-
ing amendment provided a great deal 
of impetus for the Department to un-
dertake these revisions in the proposed 
regulations. 

These two major concessions by the 
Department—the extension for compli-
ance and the reconvening of the nego-
tiated rulemaking committee—are 
major steps forward, but they do not 
solve all of the issues and all of the 
problems with the REAL ID Act, the 
biggest of which is the huge cost of 
compliance. Along with Senator ALEX-
ANDER and others—Senator SUNUNU, 
Senator CARPER, Senator AKAKA, and 
others who had been active on this 
issue—I am pledging today to continue 
to work very closely with our State 
leaders and with the Department of 
Homeland Security to calculate what 
the actual costs of compliance are 
going to be—that is going to be easier 
to do now that the regulations are fi-
nally being issued—and to work to try 
to find some funding to assist States 
with the cost of compliance. 

To date, Congress has only appro-
priated about $40 million to help the 
States comply with the REAL ID Act, 
and the Department, I am told, has 
only allocated about $6 million of that 
$40 million. So there is some additional 
money in the pipeline, but if in fact the 
cost is as high as the National Gov-
ernors Association and the National 
Conference of State Legislatures esti-
mate, that $40 million is a drop in the 
bucket. The 5-year cost estimated by 
the NGA is $11 billion. Clearly, if the 

costs do prove to be in that neighbor-
hood, if they are that high, we have an 
obligation to come forward and assist 
the States in the cost of compliance. It 
can be a shared responsibility, but 
surely, since we imposed the mandate, 
we should be providing some of the 
funding that is needed. 

I am very happy the amendment that 
I and several of our colleagues have of-
fered has prompted the Department to 
take a second look at its regulations, 
to realize that it was simply unreason-
able to expect the States to comply by 
May of next year when the Department 
has been so tardy in issuing the regula-
tions. And I am pleased that the De-
partment has changed its mind. I 
thank Secretary Chertoff for working 
closely with me and for listening to all 
of us who were raising these concerns— 
that it was simply unreasonable to ex-
pect States to be in full compliance by 
May of next year when they did not 
have the detailed guidance from the 
Department. 

I am also very pleased the Depart-
ment is going to reconvene the nego-
tiated rulemaking committee mem-
bers. That will give the Department 
further input and insights and improve 
the quality of the final regulations. 

There is still much work to be done, 
particularly in the funding area, but 
this is certainly great progress, a wel-
come development, and a major step 
forward by the Department. I again 
thank Secretary Chertoff for working 
so closely with me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
congratulate Senator COLLINS for her 
leadership and for having created a 
context in which the administration 
now has come forward, finally, with 
the regulations pursuant to the so- 
called REAL ID Act, which does create 
some flexibility for States to comply 
with the requirement but also doesn’t 
eliminate it because it is an important 
one. This is in the nature of this glo-
rious governmental system of ours, the 
wisdom of the Founders more than two 
centuries ago to create the checks and 
balances. The legislature acts, Con-
gress acts, the executive branch begins 
to work on implementation, States— 
this could actually be a textbook. Inci-
dentally, I said to my friend I cannot 
say enough that it was my honor, too 
many years ago, in teaching a course 
at Yale to have the current occupant of 
the chair, the Senator from Ohio, Mr. 
BROWN, as my student. He learned very 
well. He taught me a lot, actually, as 
time went on. This sounds like we are 
back in the classroom talking about 
the relationships in government. 

It was, I believe, the advocacy of Sen-
ator COLLINS that produced a reason-
able result without the need for a spe-
cific legislative action. I do want to go 
back and set this in context because 
the overall purpose is a critically im-
portant one to the quest for homeland 
security. The 9/11 committee found 
that all but one of the 9/11 hijackers, 
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the terrorists who attacked us that 
day, obtained American identification 
documents, some—I hate to use the 
word, but—legally, which is to say they 
complied with the requirements for 
that identification, and then some oth-
ers by fraud. The 9/11 Commission rec-
ommended that the Federal Govern-
ment set standards for the issuance of 
driver’s licenses and identification 
cards. 

Driver’s licenses are the most com-
monly used form of personal identifica-
tion by people in this country. For a 
long time, what was identification 
about? It was simply that—maybe for 
credit purposes, maybe to get into a fa-
cility. Now identification is loaded 
with tremendous implications for secu-
rity and abuse that go beyond financial 
fraud, which is what we were primarily 
concerned about before. 

The 9/11 Commission made this rec-
ommendation for national standards 
for driver’s licenses and other forms of 
ID cards. They saw it as important to 
protecting the Nation against ter-
rorism post-9/11 because often—it is 
very important to think about this—ID 
cards are the last line of defense 
against terrorists entering controlled 
areas such as airplanes or secure build-
ings. Obviously, it is important that we 
know exactly who those people are, 
that they are what the card says they 
are, and that they haven’t obtained 
that card through fraud. 

In 2004, as part of the legislative ef-
fort successfully completed to adopt 
the proposals of the 9/11 Commission 
and put them into law, Senator COL-
LINS, Senator MCCAIN, and I drafted 
provisions to implement this rec-
ommendation of the 9/11 Commission. I 
am pleased to say that we did so with 
input from both sides of the political 
aisle and all interested constituencies 
to increase security for issuing driver’s 
licenses. Our language was endorsed by 
State and local governments, by the 
administration, and by a range of im-
migration, privacy, and civil liberties 
advocacy groups. In fact, our provi-
sions to create national standards for 
State issuance of driver’s licenses were 
enacted into law as part of the 2004 in-
telligence reform legislation. 

In 2005, beginning in the other body, 
so to speak, the House of Representa-
tives, the REAL ID Act was included in 
a supplemental appropriations bill pro-
viding emergency funding for our 
troops. The REAL ID Act repealed the 
provisions I have spoken of that Sen-
ator COLLINS, Senator MCCAIN, and I 
and others had put into the 9/11 legisla-
tion the previous year. In place of what 
I still believe was our workable and 
balanced program, which would have 
achieved the aims the 9/11 Commission 
gave us, the REAL ID Act imposed 
very difficult and, in some cases, unre-
alistic and, of course, unfunded re-
quirements on States to verify identi-
fication documents by plugging into a 
series of databases that require techno-
logical changes that are expensive and, 
as is happening right now, delaying the 

actual implementation of a national 
set of standards which would have 
guaranteed us that driver’s licenses 
and other ID cards are more secure. 

The fact is, REAL ID obviously, if it 
did not have this escape valve opened 
up as a result of Senator COLLINS’ 
work, would slow down the issuance of 
driver’s licenses to everyone and, I 
fear, might even increase the risk of 
identity theft. Notwithstanding that, if 
I had my druthers, as they used to say, 
I would go back to the provision we 
had in the original 9/11 legislation, but 
we are not there. The REAL ID Act is 
law, and it is beginning to be imple-
mented. 

The most important thing we can do 
is not pull away from the goal which 
remains critically important to our na-
tional security in the war against the 
terrorists who attacked us on 9/11 and 
want to do it again; that is, to make 
sure our driver’s licenses and other 
forms of identity are tamper-proof and 
real. 

We have now struck a balance, with 
the initiative of Senator COLLINS and 
others and the response of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security this morn-
ing. We still have the goal, and we are 
going to implement it in a more bal-
anced and reasonable fashion. But it is 
critically important not to move away 
from the goal. The goal is fundamental 
to the security of each and every 
American. Yes, it is going to be a little 
harder to get the driver’s license but 
not a lot harder. What it is going to 
mean to everybody is that we can feel 
more secure when we get on a plane, 
when we go into a secure building, 
when we just move about enjoying the 
freedom and way of life we are blessed 
to enjoy as Americans. 

I thank Senator COLLINS for her lead-
ership and the good result. I remind 
colleagues that the floor is open for 
business. We welcome amendments. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 291 AND 292 TO AMENDMENT 
NO. 275, EN BLOC 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I have 
two amendments at the desk. I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside and that the 
two amendments I have at the desk be 
considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

SUNUNU] proposes amendments numbered 291 
and 292 en bloc to amendment No. 275. 

Mr. SUNUNU. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendments 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 291 

(Purpose: To ensure that the emergency 
communications and interoperability com-
munications grant program does not ex-
clude Internet Protocol-based interoper-
able solutions) 

On page 121, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(k) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed or interpreted 
to preclude the use of funds under this sec-
tion by a State for interim or long-term 
Internet Protocol-based interoperable solu-
tions, notwithstanding compliance with the 
Project 25 standard.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 292 

(Purpose: To expand the reporting require-
ment on cross border interoperability, and 
to prevent lengthy delays in the accessing 
frequencies and channels for public safety 
communication users and others) 

On page 361, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 

(c) INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS TO REM-
EDY SITUATION.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of the Department of State shall re-
port to Congress on— 

(1) the current process for considering ap-
plications by Canada for frequencies and 
channels by United States communities 
above Line A; 

(2) the status of current negotiations to re-
form and revise such process; 

(3) the estimated date of conclusion for 
such negotiations; 

(4) whether the current process allows for 
automatic denials or dismissals of initial ap-
plications by the Government of Canada, and 
whether such denials or dismissals are cur-
rently occurring; and 

(5) communications between the Depart-
ment of State and the Federal Communica-
tions Commission pursuant to subsection 
(a)(3). 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I offer 
this morning two amendments that ex-
pand on the work we did in the Com-
merce Committee dealing with the im-
plementation of September 11 rec-
ommendations; in particular, in the 
area of interoperability, meaning, 
quite simply, the continued effort of 
State, local, and Federal law enforce-
ment to put in place communications 
systems that work reliably, effectively, 
robustly, and that work effectively 
with one another. 

The first amendment deals with the 
grant programs which have been estab-
lished in law already and which are ex-
panded under the legislation before us. 
Those grant programs support the pur-
chase of equipment to expand and im-
prove our interoperability for home-
land security purposes. It is essential 
that we make sure that to the greatest 
extent possible, we look at all avail-
able technologies for meeting these 
goals—in particular, we make sure we 
don’t preclude any funding from going 
to the Internet-based or IP-enabled 
services and software and communica-
tions systems that are more and more 
a part of our daily lives. Members of 
the Senate are often seen roaming the 
hallways of the Capitol with their 
Blackberrys, for example. More and 
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more, these devices operate like a 
Palm or a Treo, using IP-enabled sys-
tems. These systems are improving. 
They are getting more robust. They are 
becoming ever more reliable. 

The language I offer today simply 
states that those IP-enabled tech-
nologies which can help improve inter-
operability should not be precluded 
from receiving funds under any of the 
grant programs in this legislation. We 
have such language already that ap-
plies to the NTIA which is under the 
jurisdiction of the Commerce Com-
mittee, but I want to make sure that 
language is included throughout the 
bill. I don’t think we should be picking 
technological winners and losers, but 
we want to make sure some of the most 
promising technologies out there at 
least are put on a level playing field 
with older alternatives. 

The second amendment I offer deals 
with the issue of cross-border inter-
operability, which simply means com-
munications in areas of the country 
where we border a foreign country. The 
northern part of the country—New 
Hampshire, Maine, Vermont, New Eng-
land States—shares a border with our 
neighbor Canada, and there are cer-
tainly issues in the southern part of 
the country with our neighbor Mexico. 
But there are always questions about 
awarding or distributing spectrum 
channels for communication that 
would be used by State or local home-
land security or law enforcement issues 
in those border areas because we don’t 
want to engage in policies that unnec-
essarily interfere with the efforts of 
the communication of our foreign 
neighbors. Unfortunately, there have 
been a lot of delays in making spec-
trum available in those cross-border 
areas. 

We have language again in part of 
the bill that I included in the Com-
merce Committee that applies to the 
FCC to look at the issues associated 
with awarding spectrum for cross-bor-
der interoperability, to find out why 
there have been delays, find out what 
can be done to accelerate this process, 
so in those parts of the country that 
are affected by cross-border interoper-
ability, we can serve law enforcement 
effectively. We have some reporting re-
quirements to look at this issue within 
the FCC. 

My second amendment would extend 
that language to ask the State Depart-
ment, which has obvious responsibility 
in maintaining and improving our rela-
tions with foreign countries, to also 
look at these questions. 

So these are the two amendments. 
They expand on work that was accept-
ed in a broad, bipartisan consensus in 
the Commerce Committee. I hope my 
colleagues will have an opportunity 
today to look at these amendments. I 
sincerely ask for their support. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut is recognized. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

thank my friend from New Hampshire. 

These sound like two very construc-
tive, sensible amendments. We will 
take a look at them and be in touch 
with him. But I am optimistic we will 
want to support these amendments. 
They improve the basic architecture of 
the bill, and particularly in the critical 
area of establishing programs of Fed-
eral support for the first time that will 
enable States and localities, consistent 
with a plan—not just willy-nilly but 
consistent with a plan—to finally make 
communications interoperable so our 
first responders can talk to one an-
other in times of crisis. 

I thank my friend from New Hamp-
shire for his initiative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I want 
to let the Senator from New Hampshire 
know we are reviewing his two amend-
ments. Based on what he told me, I, 
too, am inclined to agree to them, and 
I will be working with the Senator 
from New Hampshire and the Senator 
from Connecticut to try to get the two 
amendments cleared. 

I certainly appreciate, coming from a 
border State, the concerns the Senator 
from New Hampshire has about U.S.- 
Canadian issues that might affect 
interoperability of communications 
equipment. That has been an issue for 
us in Maine as well. 

I look forward to working with him. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 277 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, short-

ly, I am going to ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the Collins amend-
ment No. 277, which is cosponsored by 
Senators ALEXANDER, CANTWELL, CAR-
PER, CHAMBLISS, MIKULSKI, MURKOWSKI, 
and SNOWE. It also has received support 
from Senator SUNUNU this morning, 
who was very eloquent in his com-
ments about the implementation of the 
REAL ID Act. 

I ask to withdraw my amendment in 
light of the tremendous progress we 
have been able to make with the De-
partment of Homeland Security over 
the last 24 hours in convincing the De-
partment to modify the regulations 
which it is releasing today to allow 
about 2 years of additional time for 
compliance with the REAL ID man-
dates and also to reconvene the nego-
tiated rulemaking committee to take a 
look at those regulations and provide 
their insights and input to the Depart-
ment so the Department can take them 
into account in issuing the final regu-
lations. 

Now, I consider this to be tremen-
dous progress. It is a very welcomed de-
velopment. The Department’s actions 

reflect the two primary objectives I 
outlined yesterday for my amendment: 
first, to give the Federal Government 
and States the time and flexibility 
needed to come up with an effective 
system to provide secure driver’s li-
censes without unduly burdening the 
States and, second, to involve experts 
from the States, from the technology 
industry, as well as privacy and civil 
liberty advocates—to bring them back 
to the table and give them a chance to 
work on these regulations and to im-
prove them. 

I am very pleased to say over the 
course of the past week our amend-
ment has received a great deal of sup-
port from a number of sources. The Na-
tional Governors Association praised 
our amendment for providing States: 
a more workable time frame to comply with 
federal standards, ensure necessary systems 
are operational and enhance the input states 
and other stakeholders have in the imple-
mentation process. 

The American Federation of State, 
County and Municipal Employees, in a 
letter to all Senators that was sent on 
February 27, said: 

We strongly urge you to support an amend-
ment offered by Senator COLLINS that would 
delay implementation of requirements under 
the REAL ID Act. . . . 

The letter goes on to outline the or-
ganization’s concerns about the costs 
to States, the capacity for States to 
meet the REAL ID requirements, and 
privacy issues and concludes: 

The Collins amendment provides the op-
portunity to address these matters. 

Similarly, the National Conference of 
State Legislatures, the NCSL, with 
which we have worked very closely, in 
a statement on February 20, said this 
legislation would help ‘‘address state 
concerns over the Real ID Act. . . .’’ 

To this support has been added the 
voices of Senator ALEXANDER, Senator 
CHAMBLISS, Senator SUNUNU, and co-
sponsors on both sides of the aisle. One 
of the very first cosponsors is a former 
Governor who understands very well 
the implications for States of com-
plying with the REAL ID Act. That in-
dividual is Senator CARPER of Dela-
ware. 

So we have been able to build a broad 
bipartisan coalition, and that gave us 
the strength to prompt the Department 
of Homeland Security to make the 
changes as a result of recent, extended 
discussions with the Department. As a 
result, we can now say the primary 
concerns we have addressed with our 
amendment have been addressed in the 
Department’s proposed regulations. 

In the regulations being announced 
this morning, the Secretary of Home-
land Security will commit to granting 
a waiver to any State that asks for it 
through December 31 of 2009. States 
will not be required to make a com-
plicated case for the waiver. The Sec-
retary has recognized the delay in the 
Department’s promulgation of the 
draft regulations is reason enough to 
give States an additional 2 years before 
they need to begin producing REAL ID- 
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compliant driver’s licenses. I am 
pleased the Department has taken this 
step. 

In addition, the Department has 
agreed, as I have mentioned, to invite 
the members of the negotiated rule-
making committee—which was created 
by the 2004 Intelligence Reform Act, 
and subsequently repealed by the 
REAL ID Act, just when they were 
making great progress—to come to the 
Department and discuss, in person, 
their specific concerns about the regu-
lations. The provisions announced 
today are in line with the need for 
more time and the inclusion of all in-
terested parties that were the two pri-
mary goals of our amendment. These 
provisions, of course, are part of a 
much larger regulation that will take 
us time to review, to consult with the 
States on, and to comment on. I am 
going to follow closely the whole no-
tice and comment period. I am sure I 
will be suggesting changes to the regu-
lations, and I will be working closely 
with the negotiated rulemaking com-
mittee to make sure the regulations 
are modified further down the line. 

I am under no illusions that there are 
not further issues which need to be ad-
dressed about the REAL ID Act. We 
must look closely at the concerns that 
privacy advocates have raised about 
potentially having interlocking data-
bases among the States so that infor-
mation is shared. There are a lot of 
questions, such as who would have ac-
cess to that information, how secure it 
would be, and how correct it would be. 
There is a lot of work to be done. 

Most of all, we need to get an accu-
rate estimate of how much this pro-
gram is going to cost the States and 
how we can help them bear those costs. 
This does remain a huge unfunded Fed-
eral mandate on our States. The NGA, 
as I have said several times, has esti-
mated the cost at $11 billion over the 
next 5 years. That is an enormous bur-
den for States to bear. 

We also have to determine if the 
technological demands that will be im-
posed on States by these regulations 
are, in fact, feasible. But I am very 
pleased to note that our efforts with 
the Department have achieved the 
goals that we set out in offering our 
amendment. There is further work to 
be done on the REAL ID Act, but we 
certainly have made tremendous 
progress over the past 24 hours. 

I thank all of the cosponsors of the 
bill: Senators ALEXANDER, CARPER, 
CANTWELL, CHAMBLISS, SNOWE, MIKUL-
SKI, and MURKOWSKI for their strong, 
bipartisan support, and I thank all of 
the outside organizations, including 
the Governors and the State legisla-
tures, who have worked so closely with 
us. I hope we will continue our partner-
ship as we make real progress in im-
proving the REAL ID Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 277 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. President, at this time, recog-

nizing the tremendous progress we 
have made, I ask unanimous consent 
that amendment No. 277 be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Connecticut is rec-

ognized. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 

again, I congratulate Senator COLLINS 
for having achieved the purpose of her 
amendment without having to put it 
formally on the bill, and I look forward 
to seeing the Department move ahead 
in a more cooperative way with the 
States to achieve the purposes that the 
9/11 Commission set out, which is to 
make the ID cards more secure to pro-
tect the rest of us Americans from 
those who would abuse those identity 
cards. It is a great accomplishment for 
my friend from Maine. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 
rise to voice my strong opposition to 
section 803 of S. 4 and urge my col-
leagues to join me in advocating its re-
moval from this important piece of leg-
islation. 

What is section 803? This provision 
would permit TSA’s transport security 
officers, our Nation’s airport security 
screeners, to engage in collective bar-
gaining, a change that was not among 
the recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission. Let me repeat that: it was not 
among the recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission. 

At first, some may look at it and say: 
Why not? The professionals at TSA are 
Federal employees. As such, they can-
not strike. They can already join a 
union, so why not permit collective 
bargaining? 

As a former union member and one 
who believes in collective bargaining 
as a general rule, I can see why many 
believe that such a request is reason-
able. Unfortunately, as much in life is, 
the devil is in the details. 

The fact remains that we as a nation 
are at war. Through the hard work and 
dedication of our Armed Forces and 
civil servants such as those at TSA, 
our Nation has, so far, been spared fur-
ther tragedies such as those that oc-
curred on September 11, 2001. However, 
our past success must not lull us into a 
false sense of security. Those who wish 
to undermine and even destroy Western 
civilization have been beaten back but 
still remain a potent adversary. Al- 
Qaida is a sophisticated enemy which 
searches for our weaknesses and at-
tempts to devise ways to exploit our 
vulnerabilities. The surest way to play 
into their hands is to act in a ‘‘business 
as usual’’ manner. In order to defeat 
this enemy, we must be nimble, we 
must constantly change our tactics 

and strategies, and we must be flexible 
and unpredictable. 

That is why the American people de-
manded that we create the TSA. The 
people saw that our Nation required a 
professional Government agency whose 
primary purpose is to keep the trav-
eling public safe, an agency that con-
sists of experts who can identify terror-
ists and their plots before they board 
an aircraft or other mode of transport. 

So what has this to do with the abil-
ity of TSA employees to engage in col-
lective bargaining? If one looks at the 
details, it has everything to do with 
TSA’s ability to keep several steps 
ahead of the terrorists. We all know 
one of the central aspects of any col-
lective bargaining agreement is setting 
the conditions by which an employee 
works. When a person works, where 
they work, and how they work are mat-
ters which are open to negotiation. Ob-
viously, efficiency and productivity, 
for better or worse, can be dramati-
cally affected by a collective bar-
gaining agreement. 

So how would this affect TSA’s oper-
ations? One must remember the events 
of this past summer. In August, the se-
curity services of the United Kingdom 
discovered a well-organized conspiracy 
that reportedly sought to blow up com-
mercial aircraft in flight using liquid 
explosives disguised as items com-
monly found in carry-on luggage. With-
in 6 hours, due to their professionalism 
and the current flexibility of their 
work structure, TSA’s Transportation 
Security Officers were able to make 
quick use of this highly classified in-
formation and train and execute new 
security protocols designed to mitigate 
this threat. In six hours that is impres-
sive. 

In contrast to this history of success 
and impressive performance, the possi-
bility of collective bargaining only 
raises questions and uncertainties. For 
example, should the Government have 
to bargain in advance of what actions 
it can or cannot take when dealing 
with an emergency situation? If so, 
how would we know what to bargain 
for? Remember, before the events of 
September 11, what rational person 
would have thought of using a commer-
cial aircraft as a suicide bomb? What 
other heinous act might occur that we 
have not contemplated? Remember, 
this is an enemy that uses surprise. 

Other questions come to mind. If 
timely intelligence is gathered that re-
quires an immediate change in TSA’s 
operation, does the Government have 
to inform a private entity such as the 
union? Do we not wish to preserve the 
maximum level of flexibility not only 
to catch terrorists but to provide a se-
cure situation where the business of 
the Nation can continue unmolested? 

Another example of the flexibility of 
the current system can be found during 
this winter’s snow storms in Denver. 
Local TSA officials were overwhelmed 
by the influx of stranded and newly ar-
riving passengers. The agency re-
sponded by deploying 55 officers from 
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the mountain State region, including, I 
am proud to say, my own home State 
of Utah, so that security screening op-
erations were able to continue around 
the clock until the situation was re-
solved. Under collective bargaining, re-
deployments such as this could be hin-
dered by red-tape and cumbersome pro-
cedures, greatly reducing the ability of 
TSA to respond efficiently and effec-
tively to these eventualities. 

It also raises the question, under a 
collective bargaining agreement, 
whether redeployment decisions might 
be subject to seniority rules rather 
than sending individuals with the prop-
er skills. Is deployment subject to 
binding arbitration? If so, what effect 
will that have during emergencies? 

Bureaucratic hurdles preventing the 
TSA from operating efficiently and ef-
fectively during a time of war are not 
the only problems created by section 
803. The provision also would create an 
unacceptable drain of resources away 
from the TSA’s primary mission, which 
is protecting the traveling public. Re-
sources would be diminished because of 
the cost to implement and execute a 
collective bargaining agreement. 

TSA estimates if this section were 
enacted, it could cost, in the first year 
alone, $175 million. Why? The agency 
would be forced to train its employees 
on union issues and employ labor rela-
tions specialists, negotiators, and 
union stewards. One must also remem-
ber that these funds will have to come 
out of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s budget, a budget which is con-
sistently criticized as being too small 
by my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle. 

So what do the taxpayers lose for 
that $175 million? Such a reduction in 
funding is the same as a loss of 3,815 
transportation security officers, or 11.5 
percent of the total workforce. It also 
equates to closing 273 of the 2,054 ac-
tive screening lanes, which would be 12 
percent of the current lanes. In terms 
that most of the frequent flyers in this 
body would understand, the loss of ca-
pacity to screen 330,000 passengers 
every day. Imagine that line 

This is not to say that TSA employ-
ees should bear an unfair burden. Far 
from it. TSA employees, and especially 
transportation security officers, should 
be afforded just compensation and the 
safest possible working conditions. 
Some who advocate collective bar-
gaining say transportation security of-
ficers have not been given a raise in 
four years. That is not accurate. TSA’s 
pay scheme is based upon technical 
competence, readiness for duty, and 
operational performance. Accordingly, 
in 2006, TSA paid out over $42 million 
in pay raises and bonuses based upon 
job performance. 

If a transportation security officer 
has a complaint, a grievance, or does 
not believe he or she has been paid 
properly, these are addressed through 
the agency’s Model Workplace Pro-
gram, where employees and managers 
form councils to address those con-
cerns. 

This does not mean that employees’ 
due process protections for the resolu-
tion of employment issues have been 
sacrificed. Transportation Security Of-
ficers can seek relief from the TSA’s 
Ombudsman Office and Disciplinary 
Review Board or from outside Govern-
ment agencies such as the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission. 

Another misconception is that trans-
portation security officers do not have 
whistleblower protections. As a result 
of a formal memorandum of under-
standing between TSA and the U.S. Of-
fice of Special Counsel, all Transpor-
tation Security Officers now have this 
protection. 

Others in favor of collective bar-
gaining point to the Transportation 
Security Officers’ attrition rate. Ini-
tially, this was a problem. However, 
the agency has addressed and is con-
tinuing to address this issue. I am 
pleased to report that the Transpor-
tation Security Officers’ voluntary at-
trition rate of 16.5 percent is lower 
than comparable positions in the pri-
vate sector, which are estimated at 26.4 
percent. 

Injury rates are decreasing. 
The agency has worked hard to re-

duce lost time claims by 44 percent. 
Just in 2006, injury claims resulting in 
lost workdays have been reduced by 32 
percent. This is not luck but part of a 
comprehensive strategy to look after 
the well-being and safety of transpor-
tation security officers. These safety 
initiatives include providing a nurse 
case manager at each airport, utilizing 
optimization and safety teams to cre-
ate ergonomic work areas to reduce 
lifting and carrying heavy bags, and an 
automated injury claims filing process. 

Another question some ask is, Since 
Customs and Border Protection Agents 
are permitted to engage in collective 
bargaining, why not Transportation 
Security Officers? However, when Con-
gress created the TSA, the goal was to 
create a new organization that would 
meet the unique needs of our War on 
Terrorism—a modern organization that 
would have the maximum flexibility to 
protect the national security of the 
United States. This, of course, is the 
same charter as the FBI, CIA, and Se-
cret Service. These agencies do not per-
mit collective bargaining for this and 
other reasons. 

Should we hold the TSA to a dif-
ferent standard despite the fact that 
securing our transportation systems is 
one of the most vital roles our Govern-
ment can play? Is TSA perfect? No, of 
course not. But look at what has been 
achieved. Five years ago, TSA did not 
exist, and now we can all take pride in 
the agency and more importantly in its 
personnel who have done such a re-
markable job in keeping our Nation 
safe. They deserve our respect, our 
thanks, and they deserve fair com-
pensation. But in doing so, we must not 
undermine one of their greatest weap-
ons in this war—their flexibility to 
change tactics and strategies at a mo-
ment’s notice. Such a course of action 

could have a calamitous effect on our 
Nation. 

Mr. President, as I previously men-
tioned, in general, I am a supporter of 
collective bargaining. However, in 
these times, we must not change a pol-
icy that could inadvertently jeopardize 
the lives of Americans. 

I urge my colleagues to remove this 
section from the bill. 

I see the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska is here, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues, Senators LIEBER-
MAN and COLLINS, for working with the 
Commerce Committee to include im-
portant security measures in this bill. 
I am grateful to my great friend, Sen-
ator INOUYE, for his willingness to 
work in our committee on a bipartisan 
basis to develop and report these meas-
ures. 

In the 51⁄2 years since the horrific 
events of September 11, we have made 
many good improvements in the secu-
rity of our Nation’s transportation in-
frastructure and ensuring communica-
tions interoperability. Our job, how-
ever, is far from over, for there are still 
more improvements to be made and 
gaps to close. In matters of security, 
we cannot become complacent; as our 
enemies adapt, so must we. 

The Commerce Committee’s aviation 
and surface transportation legislation, 
which has been included in S. 4, will 
significantly enhance the ability of the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration to fulfill their missions. These 
provisions were developed by the Com-
merce Committee while mindful of the 
delicate balance between implementing 
tough security measures and the ef-
fects such regulations may have on the 
Nation’s economy and the movement of 
goods. 

The aviation provisions incorporated 
in S. 4 were reported by our Commerce 
Committee on February 13 as S. 509, 
the Aviation Security Improvement 
Act of 2007. The provisions incorporate 
aviation-related 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendations and provide TSA with 
additional tools to carry out its lay-
ered approach to security. To do this, 
the aviation security provisions dedi-
cate continued funding for the installa-
tion of in-line explosive detection sys-
tems utilized for the enhanced screen-
ing of checked baggage at our Nation’s 
airports. 

We all recognize the importance of 
screening 100 percent of cargo trans-
ported to and within the United States. 
Last year, in the Safe Port Act, Con-
gress acted to ensure that all cargo ar-
riving in the United States by sea is 
screened. In S. 4, we ensure that 100 
percent of air cargo also is screened. 
The U.S. air cargo supply chain han-
dles over 50,000 tons of cargo each day, 
of which 26 percent is designated for 
domestic passenger carriers. 

Screening is of particular importance 
in Alaska. Anchorage, my home, is the 
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No. 1 airport in the United States for 
landed weight cargo, and it is No. 3 in 
the world for cargo throughput. Our 
provision would require TSA to develop 
and implement a system to provide for 
screening of all cargo being carried by 
passenger aircraft. 

To address ongoing concerns about 
passenger prescreening procedures, the 
legislation requires the Department of 
Homeland Security to create an Office 
of Appeals and Redress to establish a 
timely and fair process for airline pas-
sengers who believe they have been 
misidentified against the ‘‘no-fly’’ or 
‘‘selectee’’ watchlists. 

TSA’s layered approach to security 
relies not only upon equipment and 
technological advances but also upon 
improved security screening tech-
niques employed by TSA screeners as 
well as the use of very effective ca-
nines. This legislation calls for TSA’s 
National Explosives Detection Canine 
Team to deploy more of these valuable 
resources across the Nation’s transpor-
tation network. 

The bill we are considering also con-
tains the provisions of S. 184, the Sur-
face Transportation and Rail Security 
Act of 2007, which was also developed 
and reported on a bipartisan basis by 
our Commerce Committee. While the 
aviation industry has received most of 
the attention and funding for security, 
the rail and transit attacks in Britain, 
Spain, and India all point to a common 
strategy utilized by terrorists. The 
openness of our transportation system, 
our surface transportation network, 
presents unique security challenges. 
The vastness of these systems requires 
targeted allocation of our resources 
based upon risk. 

Most of the surface transportation 
security provisions in the bill before 
the Senate today have been included 
previously as part of other transpor-
tation security bills introduced by Sen-
ator INOUYE, Senator MCCAIN, and my-
self. Many of the provisions in the sub-
stitute amendment passed the Senate 
unanimously last year as well as in the 
108th Congress. Each time, however, 
the House of Representatives did not 
agree to the need to address rail, pipe-
line, motor carrier, hazardous mate-
rials, and other over-the-road bus secu-
rity. The time has come to send these 
provisions to the President’s desk. We 
are hopeful that the House will agree 
this time. 

The substitute also contains provi-
sions of the Commerce Committee’s re-
ported measure, S. 385, the Interoper-
able Emergency Communications Act. 
Since 2001, we have heard the cries of 
public safety officials that the police, 
firefighters, and emergency medical re-
sponse personnel throughout the coun-
try need help in achieving interoper-
ability. With this $1 billion program 
which helps every State, public safety 
will be able to move forward with real 
solutions and begin addressing the 
problems that have plagued our Na-
tion’s first responders for too long. The 
legislation addresses all of the public 

safety issues which have been brought 
to the attention of the committee. It 
also includes $100 million to establish 
both Federal and State strategic tech-
nology reserves to help restore commu-
nications quickly in disasters equal in 
scale to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 

We should not politicize national se-
curity. The Commerce Committee’s 
initiatives included in this bill are very 
important, and I urge their adoption. 

Again, I appreciate very much the co-
operation of the Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs Committee. 
We achieved the reported bills I men-
tioned from the Commerce Committee 
because of the bipartisanship in our 
committee. I hope this debate on this 
important bill before the Senate will 
continue in that same spirit. The 
American people really expect and de-
serve nothing less. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

MCCASKILL). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 298 TO AMENDMENT NO. 275 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside, that I be 
allowed to offer and speak on my 
amendment, and that Senator MENEN-
DEZ be permitted to speak after I do. I 
send the amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, I ask that 
the Senator amend his unanimous con-
sent request so we can go back and 
forth on his amendment. I suggest that 
after he speaks, I be recognized, then 
Senator MENENDEZ, then Senator COLE-
MAN, and that we go back and forth on 
the amendment. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator so modify his request? 
Mr. SCHUMER. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHU-

MER], for himself and Mr. MENENDEZ, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 298 to amend-
ment No. 275. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strengthen the security of 

cargo containers) 

On page 377 insert after line 22, and renum-
ber accordingly: 

TITLE XV—STRENGTHENING THE 
SECURITY OF CARGO CONTAINERS 

SEC. lll. DEADLINE FOR SCANNING ALL 
CARGO CONTAINERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The SAFE Port Act (Pub-
lic Law 109–347) is amended by inserting after 
section 232 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 232A. SCANNING ALL CARGO CONTAINERS. 

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ENTRY OF 
CONTAINERS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A container may enter 
the United States, either directly or via a 
foreign port, only if— 

‘‘(A) the container is scanned with equip-
ment that meets the standards established 
pursuant to sec. 121(f) and a copy of the scan 
is provided to the Secretary; and 

‘‘(B) the container is secured with a seal 
that meets the standards established pursu-
ant to sec. 204, before the container is loaded 
on a vessel for shipment to the United 
States. 

‘‘(2) STANDARDS FOR SCANNING EQUIPMENT 
AND SEALS.— 

‘‘(A) SCANNING EQUIPMENT.—The Secretary 
shall establish standards for scanning equip-
ment required to be used under paragraph 
(1)(A) to ensure that such equipment uses 
the best-available technology, including 
technology to scan a container for radiation 
and density and, if appropriate, for atomic 
elements. 

‘‘(B) SEALS.—The Secretary shall establish 
standards for seals required to be used under 
paragraph (1)(B) to ensure that such seals 
use the best-available technology, including 
technology to detect any breach into a con-
tainer and identify the time of such breach. 

‘‘(C) REVIEW AND REVISION.—The Secretary 
shall— 

‘‘(i) review and, if necessary, revise the 
standards established pursuant to subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) not less than once every 
2 years; and 

‘‘(ii) ensure that any such revised stand-
ards require the use of technology, as soon as 
such technology becomes available— 

‘‘(I) to identify the place of a breach into a 
container; 

‘‘(II) to notify the Secretary of such breach 
before the container enters the Exclusive 
Economic Zone of the United States; and 

‘‘(III) to track the time and location of the 
container during transit to the United 
States, including by truck, rail, or vessel. 

‘‘(D) DEFINITION.—In subparagraph (C), the 
term ‘Exclusive Economic Zone of the 
United States’ has the meaning provided 
such term in section 107 of title 46, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(b) REGULATIONS; APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(1) REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) INTERIM FINAL RULE.—Consistent with 

the results of and lessons derived from the 
pilot system implemented under section 231, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
issue an interim final rule as a temporary 
regulation to implement subsection (a) of 
this section, not later than 180 days after the 
date of the submission of the report under 
section 231, without regard to the provisions 
of chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code. 

‘‘(B) FINAL RULE.—The Secretary shall 
issue a final rule as a permanent regulation 
to implement subsection (a) not later than 1 
year after the date of the submission of the 
report under section 231, in accordance with 
the provisions of chapter 5 of title 5, United 
States Code. The final rule issued pursuant 
to that rulemaking may supersede the in-
terim final rule issued pursuant to subpara-
graph (A). 

‘‘(2) PHASED-IN APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of 

subsection (a) apply with respect to any con-
tainer entering the United States, either di-
rectly or via a foreign port, beginning on— 
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‘‘(i) the end of the 3-year period beginning 

on the date of the enactment of the Improv-
ing America’s Security Act of 2007, in the 
case of a container loaded on a vessel des-
tined for the United States in a country in 
which more than 75,000 twenty-foot equiva-
lent units of containers were loaded on ves-
sels for shipping to the United States in 2005; 
and 

‘‘(ii) the end of the 5-year period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of the Improv-
ing America’s Security Act of 2007, in the 
case of a container loaded on a vessel des-
tined for the United States in any other 
country. 

‘‘(B) EXTENSION.—The Secretary may ex-
tend by up to 1 year the period under clause 
(i) or (ii) of subparagraph (A) for containers 
loaded in a port, if the Secretary— 

‘‘(i) finds that the scanning equipment re-
quired under subsection (a) is not available 
for purchase and installation in the port; and 

‘‘(ii) at least 60 days prior to issuing such 
extension, transmits such finding to the ap-
propriate congressional committees. 

‘‘(c) INTERNATIONAL CARGO SECURITY 
STANDARDS.—The Secretary, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, is encouraged to 
promote and establish international stand-
ards for the security of containers moving 
through the international supply chain with 
foreign governments and international orga-
nizations, including the International Mari-
time Organization and the World Customs 
Organization. 

‘‘(d) INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND OTHER OB-
LIGATIONS.—In carrying out subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall consult with appropriate 
Federal departments and agencies and pri-
vate sector stakeholders to ensure that ac-
tions under such section do not violate inter-
national trade obligations or other inter-
national obligations of the United States. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 2008 
through 2013.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for the SAFE Port Act (Public Law 
109–347) is amended by inserting after the 
item related to section 232 the following: 
‘‘Sec. 232A. Deadline for scanning all cargo 

containers.’’. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, at 
the request of my colleague from 
Maine, who wishes to wait until Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN can come to the floor, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, if 
we could withhold the request for a 
quorum, I thank the Senator from New 
York for his cooperation in this mat-
ter. I know the Senator from Con-
necticut is on his way. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
rise today to speak on an amendment 
offered by myself and my colleague 
from New Jersey to deal with 100 per-
cent scanning of containers that enter 
our ports. 

First, I wish to salute my colleague 
from New Jersey. He has been a stal-

wart leader on this issue while in the 
House and now in the Senate. It has 
been a pleasure to work with him side 
by side on something people on both 
sides of the Hudson River care so dear-
ly about. 

I rise today to call upon my col-
leagues to take action against one of 
the greatest risks that confront the 
United States. It is one of the very 
greatest, if not the greatest risk, and 
that is a nuclear weapon reaching our 
shores in a shipping container. 

More than 11 million cargo con-
tainers come into our country’s ports 
each year, but only 5 percent of these 
containers are thoroughly inspected by 
Customs agents. That means right now 
if, God forbid, a nuclear weapon were 
put in one of these containers, it could 
have a 1-in-20 chance of being detected. 
No American, certainly no New York-
er, likes those odds. 

It means a terrorist could almost use 
any cargo container as a ‘‘Trojan 
horse’’ to hide a nuclear weapon or ra-
diological material and bring it to the 
United States. We know terrorists have 
tried to purchase nuclear weapons and 
radiological materials on the black 
market. We also know the United 
States is a top target. 

Let me be clear: a nuclear weapon 
does not have to enter the United 
States or leave our ports to cause 
death and destruction. Our major ports 
are also our major cities because so 
many of our cities, similar to New 
York, were founded and thrive on mari-
time trading. A terrorist group could 
simply detonate a nuclear weapon at 
the port terminal for the ship docks or 
even as the ship approaches the harbor. 
The devastation of a terrorist nuclear 
attack is literally unimaginable. A nu-
clear explosion in one of our major 
ports or one of our major inland cit-
ies—if such a weapon were smuggled 
into one of our ports and driven by 
truck to it, an Omaha or a Chicago or 
a Saint Louis—would cause enormous 
loss of life, both immediately and over 
time. It would inflict huge economic 
and physical damage, would render 
parts of the attacked cities unusable 
and unapproachable for decades, and 
would dramatically change life in this 
country forever. 

We are also at risk of an attack with 
a ‘‘dirty bomb’’ that combines conven-
tional explosives with radiological ma-
terial. The consequences, while not as 
severe as a nuclear weapon, would also 
be horrific. 

A nuclear or radiological attack by 
terrorists in our ports is a scenario 
that keeps me up at night. I worry 
about my children, my family, my 
friends, and then 19 million New York-
ers, and 30 million Americans. But the 
people running things at the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security do not 
seem to be losing a wink of sleep over 
this. DHS gives us the usual delay and 
nay-saying that we have seen so often. 

I have been talking about this issue 
for 5 years in this Congress. I have of-
fered amendment after amendment, 

and every time people come back and 
say: Forbear. We will get it done. Well, 
it is now 2007. It is 51⁄2 years after 9/11, 
and we are not close to doing what we 
should be doing—not even close. 

I am tired of all the excuses and 
delay and, frankly, lack of focus—pro-
portionate focus. I am tired of the lack 
of proportionate focus the Department 
of Homeland Security gives to this 
issue. If we all agree this is one of the 
greatest tragedies that could befall us, 
then how in God’s Name do we pay so 
little attention, put in so few resources 
to getting this done? 

Congress—this new Congress—owes it 
to the country and to our children and 
to our families to do better. This 
amendment will do much better. 

The Schumer-Menendez amendment 
contains the same firm deadlines the 
House passed in January for DHS to re-
quire all containers coming into the 
United States from foreign ports to be 
scanned for nuclear and radiological 
weapons and then sealed with a 
tamperproof lock. 

Within 3 years, 100 percent of con-
tainers coming from the largest foreign 
ports would be scanned and sealed be-
fore arriving in the United States. 

Within 5 years, 100 percent of all con-
tainers from all ports worldwide would 
be scanned and sealed. 

Imagine, on that date, only 5 years 
from now, Americans could breathe a 
huge sigh of relief knowing we are safe 
from the nightmare I described earlier. 

Now, I know what the critics say. 
The critics say 100 percent scanning 
cannot be done. But the truth is, tech-
nology for scanning does exist, and it 
can be expected to improve steadily, as 
technology usually does. The experts 
are divided. There are some who say it 
cannot be done, some who say it can be 
done. I know the shipping industry 
would rather we not do this, that we 
slow-walk it. I understand their inter-
est. But our interest is much greater. 

We already have advanced scanning 
equipment that can check for radiation 
as a moving cargo container passes 
through a port. That is without dis-
pute. As a part of the same process, we 
have equipment that can create a de-
tailed image showing the density of the 
contents of the container, in order to 
see radioactive material that might be 
shielded. 

In fact, this scanning equipment is 
already being set up at foreign ports 
and brought online through DHS’s Se-
cure Freight Initiative, which is a pilot 
project required under last year’s 
SAFE Port Act. 

Now, the Secure Freight Initiative is 
a good start, but it is only a small 
start. It will only scan between 5 and 10 
percent of our incoming cargo for nu-
clear weapons. We cannot, we must 
not, and do not have to accept 5 per-
cent security. 

The only real barrier to 100 percent 
scanning is lack of will—lack of will in 
the administration, which we have seen 
for 51⁄2 years; lack of will in DHS, 
which we have seen from its inception; 
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and, frankly, lack of will in this Con-
gress. If we show we are serious about 
100 percent scanning, then we will see 
an end to the administration’s and 
DHS’s foot-dragging and a beginning of 
real security. 

Adapting to 100 percent scanning 
may have some small effect on com-
merce. It is true, it will affect com-
merce. But that is far outweighed by 
the complete shutdown of trade that a 
successful attack would cause. A nu-
clear attack in the shipping chain 
would grind commerce to a halt. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that my colleague from New 
York, Senator CLINTON, be added as a 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Our amendment is 
sensible, it is feasible, and it is abso-
lutely necessary. 

The Congressional Budget Office says 
the House bill—which is very similar to 
this amendment—will cost the Govern-
ment $160 million in 2008 through 2012. 
That may sound like a lot of money, 
but it is such a small price to pay for 
an enormous improvement in security. 
When we compare it to the other large 
sums we spend on other things, it is 
not even close. 

If we asked Americans to rank the 
cost of this program with the benefit, 
it would be at the very top of the list. 
America sees it. Certainly, New York 
sees it. New Jersey sees it. Why doesn’t 
this body? I hope we will. 

The amendment does not obligate the 
Government to buy scanning equip-
ment or seals. Scanning equipment will 
simply become a cost of doing inter-
national business, similar to so many 
other necessary costs that are imposed 
for very good reasons. 

The DHS rules for 100 percent scan-
ning will not be developed in a vacuum 
but will use the results of the Secure 
Freight Initiative and other dem-
onstrations of scanning technology. 

Under my amendment, DHS will only 
issue a final 100 percent scanning regu-
lation after the Secure Freight Initia-
tive pilot project is complete and DHS 
reports to Congress. DHS will use the 
lessons learned from the pilot project 
to write regulations that are workable. 

Our amendment also has some flexi-
bility because it is obvious you cannot 
do scanning without equipment. The 
Secretary of Homeland Security can 
extend the deadline for 100 percent 
scanning by a year if the scanning 
equipment is not available for purchase 
and installation in a port. 

This amendment also will not lock us 
into using today’s technology when to-
morrow arrives. Under this amend-
ment, DHS will have to develop stand-
ards for the best available scanning 
technology and also for container seals 
and to update these standards regu-
larly as technology improves. 

This amendment accommodates our 
international agreements with our 
trading partners. It authorizes DHS to 
develop international standards for 

container security, and it directs DHS 
to ensure that 100 percent scanning is 
implemented in a way that is con-
sistent with our international trade ob-
ligations. 

I cannot overstate how much it dis-
turbs me that Congress has, so far, 
lacked the resolve to impose firm dead-
lines for 100 percent scanning. Now the 
House has acted decisively and so 
should the Senate. 

The amendment is desperately need-
ed to keep the scanning effort moving 
forward and to create a real incentive 
for DHS to require container scanning 
all over the world. 

I truly believe, unless we have a firm 
deadline, DHS will continue to drag its 
feet and our people in America, in our 
ports and on land, will be susceptible 
to this kind of horror for far too many 
years than they should have to be. 
Again, there will be arguments that it 
is not feasible. A deadline will make it 
feasible. A deadline will concentrate 
the minds of those in DHS and in the 
shipping industry to get it done, and if 
after 3 or 4 years they have shown ef-
fort and they say they need an exten-
sion, they can come back to the Con-
gress to do it. But I would argue that is 
the way to go, not to set no deadline 
and let them proceed at the all-too- 
slow pace we have seen thus far. 

This amendment is desperately need-
ed to keep the scanning effort moving 
forward and to create a real incentive 
for DHS to require container scanning 
all over the world; otherwise, we will 
probably see the same misplaced prior-
ities from DHS we usually do. 

At any given moment, our seaports 
are full of container ships and more are 
steaming to and from our shores. Each 
one of these ships, unfortunately, is an 
opportunity for terrorists to strike at 
our industry, our infrastructure, and 
our lives. We know our enemies will 
wait patiently and plan carefully in 
order to create maximum panic, dam-
age, death. A nuclear weapon in a ship-
ping container would be a dream come 
true for them, those few crazy fanatics 
who unfortunately live in the same 
world as we do, but it would be an end-
less nightmare for us. 

We have lived with the threat of a 
nuclear weapon in a shipping container 
for so long that some people seem pre-
pared to accept this insecurity as a 
fact of life. But talk to intelligence ex-
perts or read the New York Times Mag-
azine from last Sunday. Al-Qaida and 
others are focusing, and they would 
prefer this method of terrorism, worst 
of all. I am not prepared, my colleague 
from New Jersey, my colleague from 
New York, and hopefully a majority of 
this body is not prepared to let this in-
security continue. When it comes to 
shipping container security, the danger 
is obvious, the stakes are high, and the 
solution is available. We simply cannot 
afford any more delay. 

One of the greatest risks facing our 
security is that a terrorist could easily 
smuggle a nuclear weapon from a for-
eign country into our ports. It would 

inflict countless deaths, tremendous 
destruction, and bring trade to a stand-
still. The bottom line is program 
screening for nuclear materials is de-
layed, funding for research and devel-
opment squandered, and international 
security mismanaged. 

If this administration isn’t going to 
put some muscle behind security under 
the current laws, then Congress ought 
to do it, and we ought to do it now. We 
have waited long enough. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to join with me and Senator 
MENENDEZ in making our ports, our 
Nation, and the international supply 
chain more secure by enacting firm 
deadlines for 100 percent scanning. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I un-

derstand there is a UC that would have 
Senator COLLINS speak next, then Sen-
ator MENENDEZ, and then myself. I ask 
unanimous consent that we alter that 
so I can speak and then Senator 
MENENDEZ and then Senator COLLINS. I 
would simply switch places with Sen-
ator COLLINS. That is my under-
standing of the UC agreement. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I would ask 
the Senator how long he intends to 
speak. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Is there a limitation 
under the UC? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SALAZAR). There is no limitation under 
the current unanimous consent agree-
ment. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. I would say to my 
colleague I have the Governor of our 
State with whom I am supposed to 
meet right now and that is the only 
reason I am inquiring. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I 
would ask my colleague from New Jer-
sey how long he would intend to speak. 
Would he like to alter the UC to speak 
first and then I would follow? 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Ten minutes. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I 

would simply ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from New Jersey 
speak for 10 minutes and then I would 
speak and then the Senator from Maine 
would have an opportunity to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from New Jersey is rec-

ognized. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, let 

me, first, thank my colleague for his 
courtesy. I appreciate it very much. I 
rise to join my distinguished colleague 
from New York, Senator SCHUMER, in 
offering this amendment. He has been a 
champion in this regard, and he under-
stands that the cause of the devasta-
tion in the city of New York was the of 
acts of terrorism. I, too, reside right 
across the river and having lost 700 
residents on that fateful day, I under-
stand the consequences of inaction. 

What we are calling for is to move 
forward to implement 100 percent scan-
ning of all the cargo containers enter-
ing the United States. This, 5 years 
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later—5 years later—in understanding 
the realities of a post-September 11 
world. 

Last year this body took action to 
secure a long overlooked vulnerability 
in our Nation’s security. We passed the 
SAFE Port Act, which made signifi-
cant progress toward improving secu-
rity in our ports. But the fact remains 
that until we know what is in every 
cargo container entering our ports, we 
cannot definitively say we are secure. 

Because of our action in the SAFE 
Port Act, the Department of Homeland 
Security is now conducting a pilot 
project to implement 100 percent scan-
ning of cargo at six ports. That is a 
crucial first step. However, reaching 
100 percent scanning should not be a 
far-off goal but something we should be 
doing as quickly and as urgently as 
possible. When it comes to the security 
of our ports, we should not be com-
fortable with baby steps. 

The amendment we are offering, the 
Senator from New York and I, would 
ensure that efforts to implement 100 
percent scanning move forward by set-
ting clear deadlines for all cargo enter-
ing U.S. ports to be scanned. Now, 
deadlines may not be popular, but the 
fact is they result in action. Let’s not 
forget that the requirements set in the 
SAFE Port Act got the Department to 
act. Within 2 months of the bill being 
signed into law, the Department moved 
forward with the pilot project now un-
derway. 

The 9/11 Commission made a critical 
observation in how to approach secur-
ing our most at-risk targets. The Com-
mission said: 

In measuring effectiveness, perfection is 
unattainable. But terrorists should perceive 
that potential targets are defended. They 
may be deterred by a significant chance of 
failure. 

We recognize we may not be at an 
ideal place to implement perfect tech-
nology, but we do have systems that 
work, and we should be doing every-
thing possible to advance and imple-
ment them at every port. We cannot af-
ford for terrorists to know our ports 
and our cargo are not defended. Frank-
ly, when 95 percent of the cargo enter-
ing our ports has not been scanned, I 
think it is clear we have a lack of a sig-
nificant deterrent. We have a 95-per-
cent chance of getting something in. 
That is a pretty good percentage for 
the terrorists. 

Our ports remain some of the most 
vulnerable and exploitable terrorist 
targets our Nation has. We cannot af-
ford to wait for years and years while 
we simply cross our fingers that an at-
tack will not hit our ports or disrupt 
our commerce. 

In the years after September 11, our 
focus was largely and understandably 
on aviation security. But in narrowing 
in on such a singular focus, we did not 
start out making the strong invest-
ments needed in other areas of our se-
curity. We have spent less than $900 
million in port security improvements 
since 2001, which is a small fraction of 

what we spend annually on aviation se-
curity. Only when faced with a very 
public and highly controversial deal 
that would have put American ports in 
the hands of a foreign government, did 
Congress act on port security. 

For some of us, however, this is not a 
new issue, nor was the threat unknown. 
For 13 years, I represented a congres-
sional district in New Jersey that is 
home to the Nation’s third largest con-
tainer port. The Port of New York and 
New Jersey, the majority of which 
physically resides in New Jersey, has a 
cluster of neighborhoods literally in its 
backyard. Ask any New Jerseyan from 
that part of the State and they will tell 
you how close to home the threat of 
port security hits. Every day, they 
drive by the containers stacked in rows 
within throwing distance of major 
highways. Every day, they see cargo 
coming off the ships, ready to be put on 
a truck that drives through their 
neighborhood or to sit in a shipyard 
visible from a 2-mile radius around the 
port, with an international airport and 
a transnortheastern corridor. Until we 
can assure them we know exactly what 
is coming into our ports and into their 
neighborhoods, they have a right to 
question their safety. 

Ironically, the people who live in the 
backyards of the Port of New York and 
New Jersey also live in the shadows of 
what was the World Trade Center. But 
there are other ports throughout this 
country with similar neighborhoods. 
So not only are they keenly aware of 
the vulnerability of the ports, many of 
them have experienced or witnessed 
the destruction that took place on that 
fateful day. 

Despite the awful lesson I hope we 
learned on September 11, where we saw 
everyday modes of transportation 
turned into destructive weapons, we 
still seem slow to understand that ev-
eryday modes of commerce could as 
quickly and easily be turned into weap-
ons with catastrophic consequences. 
When it comes to the security of our 
cargo, precision is everything. We have 
to be on the ball every day. We have to 
be right about what is in every single 
container entering our ports. The ter-
rorists only have to be right once, and 
they have a 95-percent chance to be 
right once. 

This is not just a question of home-
land security; it is also about economic 
security. Every year, more than 2 bil-
lion tons of cargo pass through U.S. 
ports. Jobs at U.S. ports generate $44 
billion in annual personal income and 
more than $16 billion in Federal, State, 
and local taxes. The Port of New York 
and New Jersey alone handled more 
than $130 billion in goods in 2005. While 
too much of our country’s and our Na-
tion’s ports are part of an invisible 
backdrop, they are key to an inter-
national and domestic economic chain, 
and if there was a major disruption, 
economies would be crippled and indus-
tries halted. 

Many of us in this body have repeat-
edly warned of the disastrous repercus-

sions if there was an attack at one of 
our ports. Yet, as a Nation, we have 
moved at a snail’s pace when it comes 
to doing what is necessary to fully se-
cure our ports. The question is, if we 
continue to delay and there is an at-
tack because we have not implemented 
100 percent scanning, what price then 
are we willing to pay? How much are 
we willing to sacrifice if the worst-case 
scenario happens at one of our ports? 

I can’t look at a constituent of mine 
or anyone in this country and say that 
algorithms—we presently scan only a 
small percentage, only 5 percent, the 
rest of it we do calculations by algo-
rithms. If I tell an American that their 
protection is based upon algorithms, 
they would tell me I am crazy. But 
that is what is happening today. That 
is the layered approach. But it is an al-
gorithm that supposedly protects you. 
If Hong Kong can do this, certainly the 
United States of America can do this. 
We are not talking about immediately, 
we are talking about 3 years for major 
ports, 5 years for all other ports, with 
the opportunity for extension. 

In a post-September 11 world, where 
we have had to think about the un-
imaginable and prepare for the un-
thinkable, how can we continue to op-
erate as if the threat to our ports is not 
that great? Can we not imagine how a 
ship with cargo can become a weapon 
of mass destruction? Can we not fore-
see how a deadly container can get to 
a truck and be driven through some of 
the most densely populated cities? Will 
we be content in telling the families of 
those whom we let down that we didn’t 
move fast enough? I, for one, am not 
willing to do that. I believe we must do 
everything possible now so we never 
have to be in that position. 

I hope my colleagues join Senator 
SCHUMER and myself in making sure we 
never have to look at a fellow Amer-
ican and tell them we just acted too 
slowly or we let economic interests 
overcome security interests. I think we 
can do much better. Our amendment 
does that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota is recognized. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I 

agree with my colleagues from New 
York and New Jersey about the grave 
danger, the almost unimaginable hor-
ror that would occur if a nuclear device 
was smuggled into one of the 11 million 
containers that come into our ports 
every year. It is an area of vulner-
ability. It is an issue of great concern. 

I am not a casual observer of this. I 
don’t just lose sleep over this—which 
we all should—but for 3 years we 
worked on this. As chairman of the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Inves-
tigation, I participated in a 3-year re-
view and then laid out a plan of action, 
working with the Senator from Con-
necticut and working with my Demo-
cratic colleague from Washington, Sen-
ator MURRAY. Of course, I also worked 
with the leadership and Senator COL-
LINS from Maine, chairman of the 
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Homeland Security Committee last 
year. 

As a result of that 3-year effort, we 
put forth a bill last year to bolster 
American security. I say to those 
watching that there was not a 95-per-
cent chance of somebody smuggling a 
nuclear device in a container. We are 
not simply looking at 5 percent and ig-
noring everything else. To raise that 
kind of level—first, that is simply not 
true. We have in place a system we 
need to do better with, no question 
about it. We passed legislation last 
year to help us do better. Part of that 
legislation is a provision that would re-
quire the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, through the secure freight ini-
tiative, to develop a pilot program to 
figure out can we do 100-percent testing 
of every container. That is what we 
should be doing. The idea that some-
how there is a lack of resolve is simply 
not true. It is a matter of figuring out 
the right thing to do. 

To quote an editorial in the Wash-
ington Post on Tuesday, January 9, 
2007: 

Given a limited amount of money and an 
endless list of programs and procedures that 
could make Americans safer, it’s essential to 
buy the most homeland security possible 
with the cash available. And as the little list 
above demonstrates, that can be a tough job 
[if you know anything about border crossing 
and x-ray machines at airports]. That’s all 
the more reason not to waste money on the 
kind of political shenanigan written into a 
sprawling Democratic bill—up for a vote in 
the House this week—that would require the 
Department of Homeland Security to ensure 
every maritime cargo container bound for 
the United States is scanned before it de-
parts for American shores. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
editorial printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 9, 2007] 
A BAD INVESTMENT 

What’s more important, Coast Guard pa-
trols or collecting fingerprints at border 
crossings? Running checked bags through X- 
ray machines at airports or installing blast 
barriers at nuclear plants? 

Given a limited amount of money and an 
endless list of programs and procedures that 
could make Americans safer, it’s essential to 
buy the most homeland security possible 
with the cash available. And as the little list 
above demonstrates, that can be a tough job. 
That’s all the more reason not to waste 
money on the kind of political shenanigan 
written into a sprawling Democratic bill—up 
for a vote in the House this week—that 
would require the Department of Homeland 
Security to ensure that every maritime 
cargo container bound for the United States 
is scanned before it departs for American 
shores. 

Container scanning technology is improv-
ing, but it is not able to perform useful, 
speedy inspections of cargo on the scale 
House Democrats envision. Congress has al-
ready authorized pilot programs to study the 
feasibility of scanning all maritime cargo. 
The sensible posture is to await the results 
of those trials before buying port scanners, 
training the thousands who would be needed 
to operate them and gumming up inter-
national trade. 

The Democrats don’t offer a realistic cost 
estimate for the mandate they will propose 
today. But the cost to the government and 
the economy is sure to be in the tens of bil-
lions and quite possibly hundreds of billions 
annually. The marginal benefit isn’t close to 
being worth the price. Under recently ex-
panded programs, all cargo coming into the 
country is assessed for risk and, when nec-
essary, inspected, all without the cost of ex-
pensive scanning equipment, overseas staff 
and long waits at foreign ports. Perhaps 
that’s why the Sept. 11 commission didn’t 
recommend 100 percent cargo scanning. 

The newly installed House leadership will 
bring the bill, which contains a range of 
other homeland security proposals both de-
serving and undeserving, directly to the 
floor, bypassing the Homeland Security 
Committee. Luckily, the Senate will give 
more thought to its homeland security bill 
and probably won’t approve a 100 percent 
container inspection plan. House Democrats 
can figure those odds as well as anyone. But 
why not score some easy political points in 
your first 100 hours? 

Mr. COLEMAN. It goes on to say: 
Container scanning technology is improv-

ing, but it is not able to perform useful, 
speedy inspections of cargo on the scale 
House Democrats envision [or this amend-
ment envisions]. Congress has already au-
thorized pilot programs to study the feasi-
bility of scanning all maritime cargo. 

That is what we have done. I offered 
that amendment last year. As a result, 
the Department of Homeland Security 
is putting in place a pilot that will 
scan all U.S.-bound containers at three 
ports by July of this year. They are the 
Port Qasim in Pakistan, which is ready 
for testing now; Port Cortez in Hon-
duras, which is ready for testing now; 
and Southhampton in the United King-
dom, which will be ready in July. 

So the reality is what we are doing in 
Congress is acting in a rational man-
ner, understanding the needs to go for-
ward as aggressively as possible but 
not fearing demagoguery and telling 
the public we are turning a blind eye to 
95 percent of the cargo containers that 
are there. The idea of 100-percent scan-
ning comes from a system we saw in 
Hong Kong, a system I asked the Sen-
ator from New York to look at. I be-
lieve he did. When you see that system, 
what happens is they have a scanning 
technology where vehicles literally roll 
through, nonstop, with no slowing up 
of traffic, and as it scans it takes al-
most a moving ‘‘CT scan’’ to see what 
is inside. There is a radiation portal de-
vice in front of it. Then you have that 
information. That is what he observed. 
That is 100-percent scanning. 

But the reality is that system is in 
place in 2 of the 40 lanes in Hong Kong. 
Nothing is done with the information 
that is gathered it. It is not sent over 
to Langley or integrated into a more 
comprehensive review of what we do. 
Even if there are radiation signals that 
come off, there is not necessarily a 
mandated or forced review of the cargo. 

So what the Senate did, being the 
world’s most deliberative body, is look 
at the danger of the threat, and I agree 
with the Senators from New Jersey and 
New York that it is an enormously 
high threat. We said, how do we ration-

ally handle that and not do political 
shenanigans and play to the fear of the 
public by saying 95 percent of the cargo 
containers are coming to this country 
without being dealt with. We said, how 
do we put in place a system where we 
see whether we can get 100-percent 
scanning to work and integrate it into 
our other systems. That is part of the 
point the public should understand. We 
do have systems in place. When the 
Senator from New Jersey talks about 
algorithms, he is saying that cargo— 
every single container gets rated at a 
level of risk; based on that, determina-
tions are made as to the level of re-
view. We have what would be called a 
delayed approach to security. We don’t 
have the capacity, resources, or ability 
to scan 11 million containers today, so 
100-percent scanning should be our 
goal, to be done in a way that we can 
use the information integrated into the 
system. By the way, it is done in a way 
that doesn’t stop the flow of commerce. 

The mayor of New York testified be-
fore the Homeland Security Com-
mittee. I asked him the question about 
100-percent scanning. His quote was: 

Al-Qaida wins if we close our ports, which 
is exactly what would happen if you tried to 
look at every single 1 of the 11 million con-
tainers that come here. 

We don’t want al-Qaida to win or to 
close our ports. We want 100-percent 
scanning, but we want to do it in a way 
that doesn’t raise the level of fear and 
somehow communicate to the public 
that there is a lack of resolve or a lack 
of will. It is a matter of us trying to 
proceed in a very rational way. 

By the way, there is nothing in our 
amendment of last year that stops the 
Department of Homeland Security 
from moving forward quicker. Our 
amendment last year requires the pilot 
projects to be done within a year of 
passage of the bill last year. It says the 
Department has to come back to us, to 
Congress, and explain to us what it is 
going to take to move forward. We 
have in place today a mechanism that 
will accelerate the opportunity for 100- 
percent screening as fast as is possible. 
There is no lack of resolve, no lack of 
will, no bureaucratic obfuscation. 
There is simply the reality of trying to 
figure out a way to take the tech-
nology that is out there and incor-
porate it into the defense system we 
have so it is doing something. Again, 
we do it not because we want to tell 
people we are looking at 11 million 
containers. We certainly should not be 
telling people we are turning a blind 
eye to—or there is a 95-percent chance 
of something coming in without being 
considered. That is not reality. 

As the mayor of New York also said 
when he testified, we cannot give a 
guarantee. No matter what we do, the 
enemy is going to try to attack us. 
They may succeed. But it would be a 
terrible tragedy if somehow it were 
conveyed that we are sitting on our 
hands and this Senate is not respond-
ing to the real, grave, and terrible 
threat of a nuclear device or a weapon 
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of mass destruction coming here in a 
cargo container. 

We have in place a pilot project. Let 
the agency do what the Senate and 
Congress has dictated it do. Let it test 
the technology, see if it can make it 
work. Let it come back and tell us how 
quickly they are going to get it done. If 
it is not done quickly enough, I will 
join with the Senators from New York 
and New Jersey, and other colleagues, 
and say you have to accelerate the 
pace. Let there not be fear mongering 
about this issue. Let there not be what 
the Washington Post called ‘‘political 
shenanigans.’’ Let us play to our best 
instincts and let the public know we 
have resolve on this issue. Let’s give 
the pilot program a chance to work. I 
urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine is recognized. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, first, 

let me thank the Senator from Min-
nesota for his excellent statement. He 
has spent a great deal of time on this 
issue as the former chairman of the 
Permanent Subcommittee on Inves-
tigations. He examined our ports very 
closely. He helped draft the port secu-
rity bill we passed last year. I hope my 
colleagues will listen to his advice on 
this issue. 

Mr. President, 100 percent screening, 
that sounds like a great slogan. After 
all, who could be against scanning 11 
million containers? 

Let’s look at what that would in-
volve. The fact is we need to con-
centrate our resources on containers 
that pose a real threat, on containers 
and cargo that are at highest risk. It 
doesn’t make sense to try to inspect 
everything, and it has extraordinarily 
negative consequences for our system 
of international trade. 

I rise to oppose Senator SCHUMER’s 
amendment that would require scan-
ning of all cargo containers entering 
the United States from large foreign 
ports within 3 years, and containers 
from all 700 foreign ports in 5 years. 
This approach patently ignores the 
technological limitations on integrated 
scanning systems that are necessary to 
scan 100-percent of containers. It irra-
tionally assumes that integrated scan-
ning systems will be practical and cost- 
effective and work well in only 3 years. 
I hope they will be, and I will talk 
about the pilot programs we have un-
derway to see or to test the feasibility. 

But the costs of being wrong on this 
assumption are too high for our econ-
omy, as so much of our international 
trade relies on cargo container traffic. 
Think of how many companies rely on 
just-in-time inventory. Think of how 
many businesses all across this coun-
try receive cargo. We need a system 
that makes sense. 

The fact is there are substantial 
technological challenges to scanning 
100 percent of cargo containers at for-
eign ports. I traveled to Seattle, Long 
Beach, and Los Angeles to look at the 

ports and see their operations. I think 
anyone who does that quickly reaches 
the conclusion Senator MURRAY and I 
have reached, which is this cannot 
work. If you look at how at-risk cargo 
is scanned, it takes time to unload the 
container, separate it from the rest of 
the cargo; it takes a few minutes to 
scan each container as this giant x-ray- 
like machine goes around the con-
tainer. Then the analysis of the images 
can take several more minutes. 

Think about this. We have 11 million 
containers headed to the United 
States; that is in a year’s time. That is 
going up each year. When I first start-
ed working on port security legisla-
tion, it was only 8 million. Now it is 11 
million containers. Well, think of the 
delays that would be caused by scan-
ning each and every container. It 
would create a massive backlog of 
cargo at our ports and it would not 
make us safer. 

There are other problems as well. 
Current radiation scanning technology 
produces alarm rates of about 1 per-
cent—almost entirely from naturally 
occurring substances in containers. Ac-
tually, when I was in Seattle with Sen-
ator MURRAY, we were told that, for 
some reason, marble and kitty litter 
seemed to trigger false alarms. So ob-
taining enough foreign government and 
DHS personnel to conduct inspections 
of all those false alarms would be ex-
pensive. It is far better to concentrate 
on containers that, because of the 
cargo or because of other indicators 
through the sophisticated system used 
to identify at-risk cargo, warrant that 
kind of inspection. There would also be 
a requirement for extensive negotia-
tions with foreign governments to 
agree on the deployment of scanning 
technologies, the protocol for inspect-
ing containers that set off alarms, and 
stationing customs and border protec-
tion inspectors in their ports. Foreign 
governments would probably turn 
around and say: If you are going to 
scan all of the containers coming into 
America, we are going to scan all of 
your containers coming into our coun-
try. That would multiply the costs and 
the impact. 

Requiring all containers to be 
scanned and the images reviewed with-
out adequate technology in place would 
make our country less safe, not more 
safe. The approach in this amendment 
would unwisely waste scarce resources 
on inspecting completely safe cargo in-
stead of targeting personnel and equip-
ment on the cargo that presents a 
threat to our country and the greatest 
risk. 

The Homeland Security Committee 
spent a great deal of time last year on 
port security legislation, and we draft-
ed a bill, brought it unanimously to 
the Senate floor, had extensive debates 
in September, and we debated this very 
issue at that time. Why we are revis-
iting it just a few months later is be-
yond me, but here we are. 

This amendment wholly ignores the 
pilot projects that were established by 

the SAFE Port Act which we passed 
last year. These pilot projects are in-
tended to test the technology to see if 
there is a way to increase scanning. 
The technology is changing. It is get-
ting better. This may be feasible at 
some point, but it is not today. 

The SAFE Port Act requires the De-
partment of Homeland Security to test 
scanning in three foreign ports, and the 
Department is proceeding very rapidly 
to follow the instructions. It is going 
to be implemented in ports in Paki-
stan, Honduras, and the United King-
dom. These pilot projects will involve 
radiation scanning and x-ray or a non-
intrusive imaging scanning that will 
then be reviewed by American employ-
ees, American officials. If these pilots 
are successful, then we will begin to ex-
pand the equipment and the personnel. 
But the fact is that extensive research 
and development remains to be done on 
100-percent scanning technologies and 
on infrastructure deployment at sea-
ports. 

Given the significant impact this re-
quirement would have on our economy, 
it simply is not responsible to move to 
this requirement before we have the 
technology in place to make it feasible 
and before we have the results of these 
pilot projects. This isn’t just my opin-
ion. If one talks to port directors 
around the world and on both coasts of 
the United States, one will find that 
they believe we cannot do this in a 
practical way and that it would cause 
massive backlogs and delay the deliv-
ery of vital commodities. It would 
cause terrible problems for companies 
that rely on just-in-time inventory. 
That is why many shippers and import-
ers oppose this amendment, as well as 
the Retail Industry Leaders Associa-
tion, National Retail Federation and 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

So what do we do now? I think it is 
important for people to understand 
that we do have a good and improving 
system in place to secure our cargo. 
DHS has adopted a layered approach to 
cargo security that balances security 
interests against the need for efficient 
movement of millions of cargo con-
tainers each year. 

One layer is the screening of all 
cargo manifests at least 24 hours before 
they are loaded onto ships. This screen-
ing is done through DHS’s automated 
targeting system which identifies high- 
risk cargo and containers. This is a 
very important point. The SAFE Port 
Act, which is now in effect, requires 100 
percent of all high-risk containers to 
be scanned or searched by Customs and 
Border Protection—100 percent. We 
found in our investigations that was 
not always the case, that high-risk 
containers that had been identified 
were, in some cases, loaded onto ships 
and reaching our shores. But the SAFE 
Port Act changes that. It ensures that 
100 percent of high-risk containers will 
be scanned. 

The scanning and inspection of cer-
tain high-risk containers is one of the 
first layers of this multilayered ap-
proach the Department uses to prevent 
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weapons of mass destruction or other 
dangerous cargo from entering the 
United States. 

A second layer is the Container Secu-
rity Initiative. This program stations 
Customs and Border Patrol officers— 
American Customs and Border Protec-
tion officers—at foreign ports. The con-
cept here is to push back our shores. 
The more we can do these reviews over-
seas rather than waiting for dangerous 
cargo to come to our shores, the better 
the system. CSI will be operational in 
58 foreign ports by the end of this year, 
covering approximately 85 percent of 
containerized cargo headed for the 
United States by sea. DHS is con-
tinuing to expand this program by 
working with foreign governments, but 
this is an excellent program because it 
ensures that our trained American per-
sonnel are stationed in foreign ports. 

There is yet another layer, a third 
layer, and that is the Customs-Trade 
Partnership Against Terrorism Pro-
gram. It is called C-TPAT. This is an-
other layer that is designed to bolster 
security along the entire supply chain 
under a voluntary regime. The concept 
here is that a company can sign up to 
be part of C-TPAT by guaranteeing 
that its entire supply chain is secure 
from the factory floor to the showroom 
floor, and that is the best kind of secu-
rity we can have. So when goods leave 
the factory floor, the supply chain, 
every step of the way—the trans-
porting of the cargo in a truck to the 
truck going to the port—at every 
stage, the company has ensured that 
the supply chain is secure. 

These layers—the automated tar-
geting system, the work the Coast 
Guard does, which I haven’t even 
touched on—also add to the security. 
The Container Security Initiative and 
the C-TPAT Program represent a risk- 
based approach to enhancing our home-
land security. At the same time, they 
allow the maritime cargo industry in 
the United States, which moves more 
than 11 million containers each year, 
to continue to function efficiently. 

The SAFE Port Act also requires 
that at the end of this year, the largest 
22 U.S. ports must have radiation scan-
ners, which will ensure that 98 percent 
of containers are scanned for radiation. 
That is practical with the current tech-
nology. Again, I have seen that in oper-
ation in Seattle, where the trucks roll 
through these radiation portal mon-
itors and an alarm can sound if radi-
ation is found. Sometimes, unfortu-
nately, there are false alarms as well. 

We are also working to install those 
kinds of radiation monitors overseas 
because, obviously, it is far better if we 
can do that scanning for radiation 
overseas in foreign ports on cargo be-
fore it reaches our shores. The Depart-
ment of Energy, under the Megaports 
Initiative, is currently installing scan-
ning equipment in foreign ports and 
scanning containers for radiological 
material. So we are making good 
progress. 

Some who are advocating 100 percent 
screening are pointing to a project in 

Hong Kong, the Integrated Container 
Inspection System. This is a promising 
concept, but, as my colleague from 
Minnesota noted, the project in Hong 
Kong actually covers only 2 lanes of 
traffic of more than 40 at the port. In 
addition, what is happening is images 
are being taken, but no one is reading 
and analyzing the images. So this is 
not truly a project that tells us wheth-
er a true, 100-percent integrated scan-
ning system is feasible. But we do have 
those projects underway, and we should 
wait until they are ready and finished 
before moving ahead. 

Again, I hope my colleagues will once 
again reject this amendment. I think it 
is a big mistake. It would interrupt our 
system of container traffic, and it 
could have truly disastrous con-
sequences for our economy. All of us 
want to make sure cargo coming into 
this country is safe. There were defi-
nitely vulnerabilities and holes in our 
system for cargo security, but the 
SAFE Port Act, which we passed at the 
end of last year, took major steps to 
plugging those gaps, closing those 
holes. 

We should proceed with vigorous im-
plementation of that bill, including the 
requirement that 100 percent of all 
high-risk cargo be scanned, and we 
should also continue our efforts to 
build the strongest possible layered 
system to secure the entire supply 
chain. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

wish to build on some things my rank-
ing member, Senator COLLINS, said 
about this amendment. I think what 
ought to be acknowledged is that ev-
eryone in the Senate, everyone in 
America would like to get to the point 
where we have 100 percent scanning of 
containers coming into this country— 
scanning for radiation because we are 
worried about the potential catas-
trophe of a nuclear weapon or a dirty 
bomb in a container coming into this 
country. 

We know the number of containers 
coming in is enormous. Each day, more 
than 30,000 containers offload millions 
of tons at our maritime borders. We 
understand this requires two kinds of 
screening: First is radiation detection 
equipment to pick up, obviously, radi-
ation emanating from a nuclear weap-
on or a dirty bomb; secondly, so-called 
nonintrusive imaging equipment, 
which is needed in case terrorists have 
shielded the nuclear weapon or dirty 
bomb inside some kind of material that 
will stop it from registering on the ra-
diation equipment. So the nonintrusive 
imaging equipment, x-ray equipment, 
will note there is something there that 
is shielded, which will then lead to a 
physical inspection of the container. 

There is no question in my mind that 
everybody in the Senate wants to get 
us to a point where we have 100 percent 
of the containers coming into America 
being scanned in the way I just de-

scribed as soon as possible. What I 
want to say at this point is that the 
SAFE Port Act, which, as Senator COL-
LINS said, came out of our Homeland 
Security Committee last year—during 
those halcyon days when she was 
Chairman and I worked deferentially as 
the Ranking Minority Member—was a 
good, strong bill. It came out of com-
mittee, was adopted by both Houses, 
enacted, and became law on October 13 
of last year. Here is the point. The 
SAFE Port Act, existing law, sets the 
goal of 100 percent scanning by radi-
ation detection equipment and non-
intrusive imaging equipment, as soon 
as possible. 

Obviously, if somebody says we 
should do it in 5 years, you would say: 
Sure, why not do that in 5 years. But I 
want to suggest now that I believe the 
existing law holds open the possibility 
of achieving that goal of 100 percent 
cargo scanning, assuming we can get 
over all the technological obstacles 
that Senator COLLINS and others have 
spoken of, sooner than the 5 year re-
quirement found in this amendment. 
That is why it seems to me, with all 
due respect, that this amendment is 
unnecessary and, in fact, is less de-
manding than existing law. 

Let me go now to section 232 of Pub-
lic Law 109–347, which is the SAFE Port 
Act. It says that the Secretary, in co-
ordination with the Secretary of En-
ergy, and foreign partners as appro-
priate, shall ensure integrated scan-
ning systems are fully deployed—100 
percent—to scan, using nonintrusive 
imaging equipment and radiation de-
tection equipment, all containers—all 
containers, 100 percent—before those 
containers arrive in the United States, 
as soon as possible. 

As soon as possible, I hope, will occur 
before the 5 years required by this 
amendment. Not only does it set the 
goal as soon as possible, it creates a 
process that, with all due respect, is 
not found in this amendment, and that 
process as Senator COLLINS and Sen-
ator COLEMAN have described. A one 
year pilot project scanning 100 percent 
of cargo containers by these two meth-
ods of detection, at three ports around 
the world. That pilot has already 
begun. Six months after the conclusion 
of the pilot program, the Secretary has 
to report to Congress on the success of 
the program. The Secretary also has to 
do something else, according to the 
law. The Secretary has to indicate to 
the relevant committees of Congress 
how soon the 100 percent scanning goal 
of the SAFE Port Act can be achieved. 

Not only that, but subsection (c) of 
section 232 of the SAFE Port Act says 
that not later than 6 months after the 
submission of the initial report—and 
every 6 months thereafter, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the ap-
propriate congressional committees de-
scribing the status of full-scale deploy-
ment of 100 percent cargo screening. 
That is not in the House-passed provi-
sion or, as I see it, in this amendment 
before us now. 
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In other words, 6 months after the 

year long pilot project, the Secretary 
is going to report on the results and 
tell us when exactly he thinks we can 
achieve 100 percent screening of all 
cargo. The Secretary will then be re-
quired to file a similar report every 6 
months thereafter until we achieve 
full-scale deployment of these two 
types of scanning devices to detect nu-
clear weapons that may be smuggled 
into this country in a container. 

Obviously, if the relevant commit-
tees of Congress that receive these re-
ports—the first of which by my cal-
culation would be April of next year, 
2008, and then every 6 months there-
after—believe this implementation is 
not moving rapidly enough, we can 
come back and set a definite deadline 
date. Right now, however, I submit to 
my colleagues, existing law, the SAFE 
Port Act, actually sets a goal of 100 
percent cargo scanning that I think 
may be more quickly achieved than the 
5 years in this amendment, and sets up 
a process not found in the amendment, 
which requires reports to Congress 
every 6 months. This will inevitably, 
by the nature of the congressional 
process, trigger further legislation, 
perhaps specifically stating a deadline 
date for 100 percent scanning if we, in 
our wisdom, think that the Secretary 
and the industry are not moving rap-
idly enough. 

The bottom line is this. Existing law, 
in a technologically very difficult area, 
with significant potential impacts on 
our economy and the world economy, 
actually holds the potential of achiev-
ing more, and I believe will achieve 
more, than the amendment that is 
being offered. For those reasons, I will 
respectfully oppose the amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, yester-

day, the Washington Post brought to 
the Nation’s attention the story of a 
young boy, Deamonte Driver, who died 
Sunday, February 25, at the age of 12. 
Our thoughts are with the Driver fam-
ily. Deamonte’s death, the result of a 
brain infection brought on by a tooth 
abscess, is a national tragedy. It is a 
tragedy because it was preventable. It 
is a tragedy because it happened right 
here in the United States, in a State 
which is one of the most affluent in the 
Nation. It happened in a State that is 
home to the first and one of the best 
dental schools in the Nation, the Uni-
versity of Maryland. It happened in 
Prince George’s County, whose border 
is less than 6 miles from where we are 
standing in the United States Capitol. 

By now, most of my colleagues are 
familiar with Deamonte’s story. 
Through a sad confluence of cir-
cumstances and events, the disjointed 
parts of our health care system failed 

this child. The Driver family, like 
many other families across the coun-
try, lacked dental insurance. At one 
point his family had Medicaid cov-
erage, but they lost it because they had 
moved to a shelter and the paperwork 
fell through the cracks. Even when a 
dedicated community social worker 
tried to help, it took more than 20 
phone calls to find a dentist who would 
treat him. 

Deamonte began to complain about 
headaches just 8 weeks ago, on January 
11. An evaluation at Children’s Hos-
pital led beyond basic dental care to 
emergency brain surgery. He later ex-
perienced seizures and a second oper-
ation. Even though he received further 
treatment and therapy, and he ap-
peared to be recovering, medical inter-
vention had come too late. Deamonte 
passed away on Sunday, February 25. 

At the end, the total cost of 
Deamonte’s treatment exceeded 
$250,000. That is more than 3,000 times 
as much as the $80 it would have cost 
to have a tooth extraction. It is not 
enough for the community and the 
State, and even the Senate, to mourn 
Deamonte’s death. We must learn from 
this appalling failure of our broken 
health care system, and we must fix it. 

Former Surgeon General C. Everett 
Koop once said: ‘‘There is no health 
without oral health.’’ The sad story of 
the Driver family has brought Dr. 
Koop’s lesson home in a painful way. 

Our medical researchers have discov-
ered the important linkage between 
plaque and heart disease, that chewing 
stimulates brain cell growth, and that 
gum disease can signal diabetes, liver 
ailments, and hormone imbalances. 
They have learned the vital connection 
between oral research advanced treat-
ments like gene therapy, which can 
help patients with chronic renal fail-
ure. Without real support for govern-
ment insurance programs like SCHIP 
and Medicaid, however, all this text-
book knowledge will do nothing to help 
our children. 

Here are some basic facts: According 
to the American Academy of Pediatric 
Medicine, dental decay is the most 
chronic childhood disease among chil-
dren in the United States. It affects 
one in five children aged 2 to 4, half of 
those aged 6 to 8, and nearly three- 
fifths of 15-year-olds. 

Tooth decay is five times more com-
mon than asthma among school-aged 
children. 

Children living in poverty suffer 
twice as much tooth decay as middle 
and upper income children. 

Thirty-nine percent of Black children 
have untreated tooth decay in their 
permanent teeth. 

Eleven percent of the Nation’s rural 
population has never visited a dentist. 

An estimated 25 million people live 
in areas that lack adequate dental care 
services. 

One year ago, the President signed 
into law the so-called Deficit Reduc-
tion Act. I voted against that bill. It 
included dangerous cuts to Medicaid 
that provide only short-term savings 
while raising health care costs and the 
number of uninsured in the long term. 

That law allows States to increase co-
payments by Medicaid beneficiaries for 
services, putting health of America’s 
most vulnerable residents like the 
Drivers at risk. 

The new law also removes Medicaid’s 
Early and Periodic Screening, Diag-
nostic, and Treatment Program guar-
antee, which provides children with 
vital care, including dental services. 
This became effective as of January 1. 

What does this mean? Before the Def-
icit Reduction Act, Medicaid law re-
quired all States to provide a com-
prehensive set of early and periodic 
screening and diagnostic treatment 
benefits to all children. Now States can 
offer one of four benchmark packages 
instead, and none of these packages in-
clude dental services. According to the 
Congressional Budget Office, as a re-
sult of this provision, 1.5 million chil-
dren will receive less benefits by 2015. 

The last few years have also produced 
budgets that have crippled health ini-
tiatives in this country. This is the re-
sult of an agenda that does not give 
priority to health care, science, and 
education. After doubling NIH’s budget 
in 5 years, at about a 15-percent annual 
growth ending in 2003, we are now look-
ing at increases that don’t even equal 
the rate of inflation. With flat funding 
in the President’s NIH budget this 
year, we are not doing more, we are 
treading water. When it comes to re-
search project grants, we are doing 
less. At the same time, overall appro-
priations for the Health Resources and 
Services Administration are declining. 

The agency’s principal responsibility 
is to ensure that primary care health 
care services and qualified health pro-
fessionals are available to meet the 
health needs of all Americans, particu-
larly the underserved. The President’s 
fiscal year 2008 budget cuts this pro-
gram by $251 million. President Bush, 
once again, proposes to almost wipe 
out programs that educate non-nurse 
health professionals. This is happening 
at a time when more than 20 percent of 
our dentists are expected to retire in 
the next decade. 

The 2008 Bush proposal would also 
cut more than $135 million from health 
professions training programs. Pro-
grams that help prepare minority high 
school and college students for den-
tistry would be shut down, as would 
grants to help support training of pri-
mary care doctors and dentists. Schol-
arships for minority and disadvantaged 
children would be cut significantly. 

Dental reimbursement for programs 
within the Ryan White CARE Act, 
which help dental schools train doctors 
to care for HIV patients, is not in-
creased sufficiently to meet our com-
munities’ needs. We cannot let this 
happen. These training programs pro-
vide critically important training and 
health education services to commu-
nities throughout the country, includ-
ing those in my own State of Mary-
land. 
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We need to do more to make the pub-

lic and the administration understand 
that dental care must be part of a com-
prehensive medical approach in this 
country, and we need to find ways to 
provide dental coverage as part of 
health insurance plans. 

This comes back to a fundamental 
question: What should the role of the 
Federal Government be in these mat-
ters? We cannot end these vital health 
education resource programs; we must 
strengthen them. Deamonte’s death 
should be a wake-up call to all of us in 
the 110th Congress. This year we will 
be called upon to make important deci-
sions about Medicaid funding and we 
will be called upon to authorize the 
SCHIP program. We must ensure that 
the SCHIP reauthorization bill we send 
to the President for his signature in-
cludes dental coverage for our children. 
I call upon my colleagues, as we begin 
this debate in the spring, to remember 
Deamonte. I also ask them to remem-
ber his brother, DaShawn, who still 
needs dental care, and the millions of 
other American children who rely on 
public health care for their dental care 
needs. That is the least we can do. 

I urge my colleagues to give these 
matters the attention they need. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Missouri is recognized. 

ACCOUNTABILITY AT WALTER REED 
Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, 

yesterday I had the privilege of spend-
ing 3 hours at Walter Reed Army Hos-
pital, specifically looking at out-
patient care. As a result of that visit, I 
have come to several inescapable con-
clusions about the leadership of the 
armed services over this important 
area. 

First, we have to start with a 
foundational premise, and that premise 
is our wounded deserve the best. The 
men and women who have crossed that 
line and say ‘‘I will go’’ and go and get 
hurt and come home deserve the best 
our military can give them—not Build-
ing 18. 

There are so many problems at Wal-
ter Reed, and legislation has been in-
troduced that I am honored to cospon-
sor that will address a lot of these 
problems—systemic bureaucratic prob-
lems: not sufficient counselors, not suf-
ficient training, not taking care of the 
families of the wounded. A lot of nec-
essary issues are covered in that legis-
lation. But today I thought it impor-
tant to spend a few minutes talking 
about the leadership. 

We have to make up our mind around 
here whether we are going to say ‘‘sup-
port the troops’’ and provide oversight 
and accountability or whether we are 
going to mean it. If you are going to 
have accountability under these cir-
cumstances you have to look at the 
culture of leadership. You have to look 
at the very top of the leadership tree 

over Walter Reed. In this instance the 
leader, General Kiley, was at Walter 
Reed at or near the time Building 18 
opened. It is clear that General Kiley, 
the Surgeon General of the Army, 
knew about the conditions at Building 
18. More importantly, he knew about 
the other problems. 

The irony of this situation is General 
Weightman, who has only been there a 
year, stepped up and said, I take re-
sponsibility. I am the commander here 
now. Just minutes ago he was relieved 
of his command, while General Kiley is 
quoted repeatedly as if there is not a 
problem—he is spinning: ‘‘I want to 
reset the thinking that while we have 
some issues here, this is not a horrific, 
catastrophic failure at Walter Reed. I 
mean these are not good, but you saw 
rooms that were perfectly acceptable.’’ 

They are not perfectly acceptable. 
You have people who are stationed at 
Walter Reed who have better barracks 
than the wounded. That is unaccept-
able. Our wounded should get the best. 
The people in better barracks can be 
placed in apartments in town. When 
the decision was made to let these men 
move into Building 18, they could have 
moved into the better barracks and the 
people who are stationed there perma-
nently could have been stationed else-
where. 

On Building 18 he said the problems— 
by the way, he lives within a block of 
Building 18, General Kiley—‘‘weren’t 
serious and there weren’t a lot of 
them.’’ They are serious and there are 
a lot of them. He said they were not 
‘‘emblematic of a process of Walter 
Reed that has abandoned soldiers and 
their families.’’’’ 

Back in December, when the vets or-
ganizations met with General Kiley 
and enumerated these problems about 
the wounded and their families and the 
problems they were facing in out-
patient, General Kiley said, ‘‘very im-
portant testimony.’’ That was it. 

I want to make sure there is no mis-
understanding. Colonel Callahan, who 
is in charge of the hospital at Walter 
Reed, was open and honest and clearly 
cared, as did most of the leaders I 
talked to around the table. But I went 
away with an uneasy sense that all the 
legislation we pass and all the paint we 
can put on the walls is not going to 
solve this problem if we don’t begin to 
speak out for accountability within the 
leadership of the military. 

When we had the scandal at Abu 
Ghraib, noncommissioned officers were 
disciplined. Up until the relieving of 
General Weightman today, no one 
above a captain had been disciplined in 
this matter. It is time the leadership at 
the top takes responsibility and that is 
why I have called today for the Sur-
geon General of the Army, LTG Kevin 
Kiley, to be relieved of his command 
over the medical command of the 
United States Army so the message 
can go out loudly and clearly: We will 
not tolerate treatment of our wounded 
in any way that does not reflect the re-
spect we have for them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

AMENDMENT NO. 290, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify amend-
ment No. 290. I send the modification 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is not pending. The Sen-
ator may modify his amendment. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I send the amend-
ment as modified to the desk. I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. SALAZAR], 

for himself and Mr. LIEBERMAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 290, as modified. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require a quadrennial homeland 

security review) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. QUADRENNIAL HOMELAND SECURITY 

REVIEW. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than the 

end of fiscal year 2008, the Secretary shall es-
tablish a national homeland security strat-
egy. 

(2) REVIEW.—Four years after the estab-
lishment of the national homeland security 
strategy, and every 4 years thereafter, the 
Secretary shall conduct a comprehensive ex-
amination of the national homeland security 
strategy. 

(3) SCOPE.—In establishing or reviewing the 
national homeland security strategy under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall conduct 
a comprehensive examination of interagency 
cooperation, preparedness of Federal re-
sponse assets, infrastructure, budget plan, 
and other elements of the homeland security 
program and policies of the United States 
with a view toward determining and express-
ing the homeland security strategy of the 
United States and establishing a homeland 
security program for the 20 years following 
that examination. 

(4) REFERENCE.—The establishment or re-
view of the national homeland security 
strategy under this subsection shall be 
known as the ‘‘quadrennial homeland secu-
rity review’’. 

(5) CONSULTATION.—Each quadrennial 
homeland security review under this sub-
section shall be conducted in consultation 
with the Attorney General of the United 
States, the Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of Defense, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REVIEW.—Each quadren-
nial homeland security review shall— 

(1) delineate a national homeland security 
strategy consistent with the most recent Na-
tional Response Plan prepared under Home-
land Security Presidential Directive 5 or any 
directive meant to replace or augment that 
directive; 

(2) describe the interagency cooperation, 
preparedness of Federal response assets, in-
frastructure, budget plan, and other ele-
ments of the homeland security program and 
policies of the United States associated with 
the national homeland security strategy re-
quired to execute successfully the full range 
of missions called for in the national home-
land security strategy delineated under para-
graph (1); and 
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(3) identify— 
(A) the budget plan required to provide suf-

ficient resources to successfully execute the 
full range of missions called for in that na-
tional homeland security strategy at a low- 
to-moderate level of risk; and 

(B) any additional resources required to 
achieve such a level of risk. 

(c) LEVEL OF RISK.—The assessment of the 
level of risk for purposes of subsection (b)(3) 
shall be conducted by the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence. 

(d) REPORTING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-

mit a report regarding each quadrennial 
homeland security review to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Each such report shall be sub-
mitted not later than September 30 of the 
year in which the review is conducted. 

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Each report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) the results of the quadrennial home-
land security review; 

(B) the threats to the assumed or defined 
national homeland security interests of the 
United States that were examined for the 
purposes of the review and the scenarios de-
veloped in the examination of those threats; 

(C) the status of cooperation among Fed-
eral agencies in the effort to promote na-
tional homeland security; 

(D) the status of cooperation between the 
Federal Government and State governments 
in preparing for emergency response to 
threats to national homeland security; and 

(E) any other matter the Secretary con-
siders appropriate. 

(e) RESOURCE PLAN.— 
Not later than 30 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary shall pro-
vide to the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Appropriations and the 
Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives a detailed resource 
plan specifying the estimated budget and 
number of staff members that will be re-
quired for preparation of the initial quadren-
nial homeland security review. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I come 
here today first to make some com-
ments about the legislation that is be-
fore the Chamber. I can think of no 
greater responsibility for this Senate 
to take on than to make sure our 
homeland is in fact secure and pro-
tected. I commend my colleagues, the 
chairman, Senator JOE LIEBERMAN, and 
Senator SUSAN COLLINS, the ranking 
member, for having worked with the 
committee to have brought a very good 
product here to the floor of the Senate. 
It is legislation I strongly support. It 
moves our country in the right direc-
tion in terms of making sure we are 
moving forward with the appropriate 
level of homeland security. 

When the people of Colorado chose 
me to represent them here in this 
Chamber, I made a promise to them 
that protecting our homeland and sup-
porting law enforcement would be 
among my very highest priorities. In 
the 2 years-plus since I took that oath 
of office, I have had the privilege of 
working hard to fulfill that pledge with 
my colleagues here in the Senate. With 
the help of colleagues of both parties, I 
have been privileged to help pass the 
Combat Meth Act, I have been privi-

leged to help find bipartisan support on 
the PATRIOT Act, provide resources 
for law enforcement and emergency re-
sponders, and pass, last year, a com-
prehensive immigration reform bill 
that secured our borders and enforced 
our laws. 

Great challenges remain. Great chal-
lenges remain as we move forward with 
the challenge of homeland security, 
challenges that cannot be deferred, 
challenges we should not defer here in 
Washington. These are challenges that 
require compromise and a bipartisan 
approach in dealing with homeland se-
curity. This week we take up those 
challenges as we implement the unfin-
ished recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission. 

I begin my remarks by reading a few 
sentences from the preface of the 9/11 
Commission report. That report said in 
its preface the following: 

We have come together with a unity of 
purpose because our Nation demands it. Sep-
tember 11, 2001, was a day of unprecedented 
shock and suffering in the history of the 
United States. The nation was unprepared. 
How did this happen and how can we avoid 
such tragedy again? 

These words convey a simple but a 
very important message. We have an 
obligation to work together, not as 
partisans but as policymakers, to en-
sure our Nation is better protected in 
the future. The bill we are debating 
today takes a number of very impor-
tant steps in that direction. 

First, I am pleased to see the cre-
ation of a grant program dedicated to 
improving interoperable communica-
tions at the Federal, State, and local 
levels. This grant program will help en-
sure that communities across the coun-
try in both urban and rural areas re-
ceive the funding necessary to improve 
their communications systems. Money 
alone will not solve the problem of 
interoperability, but many cash- 
strapped communities need the Federal 
funds necessary to help purchase the 
necessary radio and tower upgrades. 

It is also important to note that 
States will be required to pass on at 
least 80 percent of grants under this 
program to local and tribal govern-
ments and to demonstrate that those 
funds will be used in a manner con-
sistent with statewide operability 
plans and the National Emergency 
Communications Plan. While Colorado 
has been a leader in achieving inter-
operability, many communities in my 
State simply do not have the resources 
necessary to purchase radio equipment. 
As Frank Cavaliere, the chief of the 
Lower Valley Colorado Fire District, 
told my office last year, ‘‘We are many 
light years away from being able to 
purchase enough radio equipment let 
alone all of the repeater towers needed 
for effective coverage.’’ This grant pro-
gram alone will not solve the problem, 
but it is an important step in the right 
direction. 

Second, I am pleased to see the pro-
posed legislation would improve the 
sharing of intelligence and information 

with State and local and tribal govern-
ments. In particular, I am pleased the 
bill establishes an intelligence training 
program for State, local, and tribal law 
enforcement officers and emergency re-
sponders, and it authorizes the Inter-
agency Threat Assessment Coordina-
tion Group, which will coordinate the 
dissemination of intelligence to State 
and local officials. 

Intelligence and information sharing 
is an issue of particular importance to 
law enforcement officials and emer-
gency responders throughout our Na-
tion. Indeed, when I conducted a survey 
last year of Colorado emergency offi-
cials, by a 3-to-1 margin they felt anti-
terrorism information they received 
from the Federal Government was in-
sufficient and ineffective. The chief of 
police for Estes Park, CO, Lowell Rich-
ardson, summed this up when he told 
my office the following. He said ‘‘a du-
plicity in sharing information . . . ex-
ists between State and Federal agen-
cies. This overwhelms our ability to ef-
ficiently sift through the information 
and forward what is relevant to the of-
ficers on the street.’’ 

I am hopeful this bill will begin to 
sort out this program and ensure our 
State and local emergency responders 
have all the necessary information and 
intelligence. 

Finally, I am pleased the bill would 
mandate the creation of a National 
Biosurveillance Integration Center 
which would promote the integration 
of Federal, State, and local data from 
human health, agriculture, and envi-
ronmental surveillance programs in 
order to enhance the ability to rapidly 
identify and attack outbreaks fol-
lowing a bioterrorist attack or a natu-
rally occurring pandemic. In the sur-
vey of Colorado emergency responders, 
by a 4-to-1 margin they felt unprepared 
to handle a weapons of mass destruc-
tion attack. It is our duty as a Con-
gress to do everything in our power to 
help State, local, and tribal commu-
nities prepare for the possibility of a 
bioterrorist attack and this bill takes 
an important step in that direction. 

I also note two amendments which I 
offered to strengthen this already good 
bill. These amendments deal with two 
issues which I understand well since 
serving as attorney general for Colo-
rado, the planning and training for law 
enforcement. 

Now I ask unanimous consent the 
pending amendment be set aside. I call 
up amendment No. 290 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. SALAZAR. This amendment 
would require the Department of 
Homeland Security to conduct a 
‘‘Quadrennial Homeland Defense Re-
view.’’ I am proud both Senator LIE-
BERMAN and Senator COLLINS are co-
sponsors of this legislation. 

This amendment would provide a 
comprehensive examination of the na-
tional homeland security strategy and 
an assessment of interagency coopera-
tion, preparedness of Federal response 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:08 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S01MR7.REC S01MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2459 March 1, 2007 
assets and infrastructure, and a budget 
plan. 

The quadrennial homeland defense 
review would mirror the quadrennial 
homeland defense review prepared by 
the Pentagon which helped shape de-
fense policy, military strategy, and re-
source allocation. The quadrennial re-
view would not be another bureau-
cratic document which gathers dust on 
some shelf; instead, this document will 
require DHS to do the hard thinking, 
preparation, and planning necessary to 
coordinate national homeland security 
resources. 

AMENDMENT NO. 280 TO AMENDMENT NO. 275 
The second amendment I wish to dis-

cuss is amendment No. 280. I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the pending amendment 
being set aside? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. SALAZAR], 

for himself, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. ISAKSON, and 
Mr. PRYOR, proposes an amendment No. 280 
to amendment No. 275. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. RURAL POLICING INSTITUTE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established a 
Rural Policing Institute, which shall be ad-
ministered by the Office of State and Local 
Training of the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center (based in Glynco, Georgia), 
to— 

(1) evaluate the needs of law enforcement 
agencies of units of local government and 
tribal governments located in rural areas; 

(2) develop expert training programs de-
signed to address the needs of rural law en-
forcement agencies regarding combating 
methamphetamine addiction and distribu-
tion, domestic violence, law enforcement re-
sponse related to school shootings, and other 
topics identified in the evaluation conducted 
under paragraph (1); 

(3) provide the training programs described 
in paragraph (2) to law enforcement agencies 
of units of local government and tribal gov-
ernments located in rural areas; and 

(4) conduct outreach efforts to ensure that 
training programs under the Rural Policing 
Institute reach law enforcement officers of 
units of local government and tribal govern-
ments located in rural areas. 

(b) CURRICULA.—The training at the Rural 
Policing Institute established under sub-
section (a) shall be configured in a manner so 
as to not duplicate or displace any law en-
forcement program of the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center in existence on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘rural’’ means area that is not located in a 
metropolitan statistical area, as defined by 
the Office of Management and Budget. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section (including for con-
tracts, staff, and equipment)— 

(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2009 

through 2013. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, this 
amendment, which I offer with Sen-
ators CHAMBLISS, ISAKSON, and PRYOR, 
would create a Rural Policing Institute 
at the Federal Law Enforcement Train-

ing Center. I have often referred to our 
rural communities as ‘‘the forgotten 
America.’’ Indeed, rural America is the 
backbone of our country. But often 
those with wide stretches of land out in 
the heartland of America are forgotten 
and don’t have the kinds of resources 
found in larger cities. 

What this amendment would do is 
create a Rural Policing Institute that 
would be operated out of the Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Center in 
Georgia. I am proud my colleagues in 
Georgia and Arkansas have agreed to 
cosponsor the amendment. The essence 
of this amendment is to evaluate the 
needs of rural and tribal law enforce-
ment agencies. It would develop train-
ing programs designed to address the 
needs of rural law enforcement agen-
cies. It would export those training 
programs to those agencies, and it 
would conduct outreach to ensure the 
programs reach rural law enforcement 
agencies. 

Let me comment briefly on this 
amendment. When I step back and see 
what we are trying to do on the front 
of homeland security, we know that at 
some point, someplace, we in the 
United States will be attacked again in 
the same way we were attacked on 9/11. 
The question becomes, What will we do 
to prevent those kinds of attacks from 
occurring? 

If one looks at the men and women 
who wear our uniform as our peace offi-
cers around the country, there are 
some 600,000 of them out there in patrol 
cars. They are the ones who are going 
to be the first to really know whether 
there is a threat somewhere within a 
small community or a large commu-
nity. It is important for us to support 
these men and women who are out 
there as law enforcement officers and 
make them a coordinated partner in 
helping us deal with issues of homeland 
security. The Rural Policing Institute, 
which is a top-of-the-line institute for 
Federal law enforcement training, 
should be made available to these rural 
law enforcement officers because that 
will help them be true partners in en-
hancing homeland security, which we 
need so much. 

I commend the leadership of Senators 
LIEBERMAN and COLLINS on this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, if 

the Senator from New Jersey will with-
hold, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess from 3 p.m. to 4 
p.m. for the national security briefing 
in S. 407; that upon reconvening at 4 
p.m., the Senate resume the Schumer 
amendment No. 298; that prior to a 
vote in relation to the amendment, 
there be 45 minutes of debate equally 
divided and controlled by Senators 
SCHUMER and LIEBERMAN or their des-
ignees; that no amendment be in order 
to the amendment prior to the vote; 
and that upon use of the time, the Sen-
ate proceed to vote in relationship to 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank my friend 
from New Jersey. 

AMENDMENT NO. 298 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

will try to conclude my remarks before 
the time we are closing down the Sen-
ate. 

The House has taken an important 
step to implement the 9/11 Commission 
recommendations. I am pleased to see 
us at work to complete our delibera-
tions on this bill, but for the moment, 
I wish to talk about amendment No. 
298 which Senator SCHUMER has offered 
to strengthen our port and container 
security. It builds on a law I helped 
write last year. It was then that I au-
thored language in the SAFE Ports Act 
to require the Bush administration to 
scan every container entering our 
country, looking for weapons and con-
traband. My amendment called for a 
dramatic change in our national policy 
on cargo screening, but the administra-
tion was not moving fast enough. That 
is why it is essential that we pass to-
day’s amendment offered by Senator 
SCHUMER, which I cosponsored. 

The 2-mile stretch that is between 
Port Newark and Newark-Liberty 
International Airport is considered the 
most at-risk area in the country for a 
terrorist attack. This is asserted by 
the FBI, and it is something to which 
we have to pay serious attention. 

I served as a commissioner of the 
Port Authority of New Jersey and New 
York. I know how vulnerable a target 
the port region is. Our ports are the 
doors through which essential goods 
and commodities enter our national 
economy. They are the doors through 
which supplies flow to our military. 
Ninety-five percent of all America’s 
imported goods arrive by ship. We need 
a way to ensure that 100 percent of 
these containers coming into our coun-
try are WMD free. We need a scanning 
system in place as soon as possible. 
Since the Bush administration has 
failed to act promptly to put this scan-
ning system in place at our ports, we 
need to pass this amendment to push 
the administration to complete the 
task. 

The New Jersey-New York port is the 
second busiest container port in the en-
tire country. In 2005, 13 percent of all 
vessels arriving in America called on 
our port. Thousands of longshoremen 
and others work at docks where these 
ships come in, and millions of people 
live in the densely packed communities 
around the port. Every day we fail to 
make our ports safer is a day we can 
leave them more vulnerable to a ter-
rorist attack. 

Today, we only inspect about 5 per-
cent of the shipping containers that 
enter our country. Who knows what 
lies within those containers? We have 
seen attempts to smuggle arms into 
our country through the port. Within 
95 percent of the containers we don’t 
inspect, terrorists could launch an at-
tack even more devastating than 9/11, 
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virtually in the same neighborhood. 
Terrorists could smuggle themselves, 
traditional weapons, chemical or bio-
logical weapons, or even nuclear weap-
ons. We know about the availability of 
smaller, more compact, more deadly 
weapons that are being developed. 

We have seen what happened in the 
past. In April 2005, security guards at 
the Port of Los Angeles found 28 
human beings, Chinese nationals, who 
were smuggled into the country in two 
cargo containers. In October 2002, 
Italian authorities found a suspected 
Egyptian terrorist living in a shipping 
container en route to Canada. Accord-
ing to a news report at the time, he 
had a laptop computer, two cell 
phones, a Canadian passport, security 
passes for airports in three countries, a 
certificate identifying him as an air-
line mechanic, and airport maps. We 
can’t let that happen. 

We have screened all airline pas-
sengers for weapons, and we do it be-
cause Congress passed a strong law 
with clear deadlines. Of course, that 
forced the Bush administration to act. 
We need to screen all cargo containers 
for weapons. That is why we have to 
pass a strong law now. 

Some in the industry and the admin-
istration say 100 percent screening can-
not be done without crippling our econ-
omy. Let me tell my colleagues what 
would cripple commerce—that would 
be another terrorist attack. We lost 700 
New Jerseyans and a total of over 3,000 
people on 9/11. I don’t want my State or 
anybody in our country to lose any 
more. This amendment will give us the 
tools and incentives we need to help 
prevent an attack on our ports, and it 
will help protect our economy and 
American lives. 

I am proud to cosponsor the amend-
ment and urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for up to 6 
minutes prior to the recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 739 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

AMENDMENT NO. 281 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, prior 

to yielding the floor, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw my amendment, 
No. 281, to the pending bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is withdrawn. 

f 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 4 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:01 p.m., 
recessed until 4 p.m. and reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Ms. KLOBUCHAR). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would ask to be no-
tified in 8 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified. 

(The remarks of Mr. SESSIONS are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

f 

IMPROVING AMERICA’S SECURITY 
ACT OF 2007—Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 298 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

at 4:45, there will be a vote on or in re-
lation to the amendment offered by 
Senator SCHUMER and Senator MENEN-
DEZ. I wish to explain very briefly—and 
Senator COLLINS will speak later—on 
why we did not include this provision 
in the committee bill. 

This provision which Senators SCHU-
MER and MENENDEZ have offered mir-
rors the section of the House-passed 9/ 
11 bill. It was not actually called for by 
the 9/11 Commission, specifically, but it 
obviously relates to security and our 
concern about nuclear weapons or dirty 
bombs coming in through the thou-
sands of containers that enter our 
ports every day. 

The reasons our committee in its de-
liberation in bringing this bill to the 
floor did not include language similar 
to the House bill is, first, the 9/11 Com-
mission didn’t ask for it, and most of 
what we have done, though not all, was 
included in that report; but, secondly, 
we acted last year in adopting the 
SAFE Port Act, enacted into law on 
October 13, 2006. 

It does provide for a pilot program at 
three foreign ports to provide for the 
scanning of cargo containers by radi-
ation detection monitors and x-ray de-
vices required under this proposal. 
There will be a report coming 6 months 
after the end of that one year pilot pro-
gram. Among other responsibilities 
dictated by the law, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security will be required to 
report not only on how the pilot pro-
gram went, but when we will achieve 
the goal of which—reading from the 
law, section 232—‘‘all containers enter-
ing the United States, before such con-
tainers arrive in the United States, 
shall as soon as possible be scanned 
using nonintrusive imaging equipment 
and radiation detection equipment.’’ 

In other words, existing law requires 
that we move—and I quote again—‘‘as 
soon as possible to 100 percent scanning 
of all of the containers coming into the 
country.’’ It requires the Secretary to 
report on how we are moving toward 
that goal, and when he thinks we can 
achieve it, every 6 months. 

In my opinion, existing law has a 100- 
percent goal right now, with reporting 
every 6 months to the relevant com-
mittees. Senators SCHUMER and MENEN-

DEZ have asked that it occur within 5 
years and actually give a 1-year waiver 
opportunity to the Secretary. 

At this point, I say respectfully that 
this requirement is premature. I hope 
that under current law, ‘‘as soon as 
possible’’ will occur before 5 years 
time. To my friends who offer the 
amendment, if after the first 6-month 
report, due next April, or the second 6- 
month report, it looks like, based on 
what the Secretary reports, 100 percent 
scanning of containers coming into the 
country is to be much more delayed 
than I had hoped it would be, then I 
will join them in offering an amend-
ment that will have a definite date by 
which 100 percent scanning should 
occur. It is for that reason that our 
committee did not include this section. 
We talked about it and decided not to 
include it—as it was in the House bill, 
because we think existing law does at 
least as good, and perhaps a better job. 
I will respectfully oppose the amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York is recognized. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 

know the time is divided equally. How 
much time does each side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York has 16 minutes. 
The Senator from Connecticut has 7 
minutes 21 seconds. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
have a great deal of respect for my col-
league, and I know he cares a great 
deal about protecting our country. But 
with all due respect, I cannot stand 
here and say that the SAFE Port Act 
does enough. The SAFE Port Act says 
that 100 percent scanning must be im-
posed ‘‘as soon as possible.’’ It might as 
well say whenever DHS feels like it. 

For somebody like myself and my 
colleague from New Jersey and my col-
league from New York, we have been 
waiting for DHS to do this ‘‘as soon as 
possible’’ for 4 years. We have been 
alerting DHS to this terrible potential 
tragedy we face—a nuclear weapon 
being smuggled into our harbors, a nu-
clear weapon exploding on a ship right 
off our harbors—for years. DHS just 
slow-walks it. Why? 

Part of the reason is that they are 
never adequately funded, which is no 
fault of my colleague from Con-
necticut. But the administration does 
not like to spend money on anything 
domestic. They never put the adequate 
money into it. It is amazing to me that 
they will spend everything it takes to 
fight a war on terror overseas. Some of 
that is well spent and some, I argue, is 
not. Nonetheless, they spend it. They 
won’t spend hardly a nickel, figu-
ratively speaking, to protect us on de-
fense at home. So the progress has been 
slow. 

This is not the first time I have of-
fered amendments to prod DHS to do 
more on nuclear detection devices, on 
port security. I don’t know why anyone 
in this Chamber, faced with the poten-
tial tragedy that we have, would decide 
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to leave it up to DHS. But that is just 
what this base bill does. I don’t know 
what people are afraid of. Yes, we have 
people with shipping interests who say 
don’t do this, it will cost a little bit 
more. Terrorism costs all of us more. 
To allow a narrow band of shippers to 
prevail on an issue that affects our se-
curity is beyond me. 

Is the technology available? I will be 
honest with you that there is a dispute. 
Either way, the amendment the Sen-
ator from New Jersey and I have intro-
duced makes sense. If it is available, 
they will implement it. If it is not 
available, they will perfect it and get it 
working because they have a deadline. 
Nothing will concentrate the mind of 
DHS like a deadline. But vague, amor-
phous language that says ‘‘as soon as 
possible’’—their view of ‘‘as soon as 
possible’’ is not enough to safeguard 
America. 

Very few things that we do in the 
Senate frustrate me more than this. 
Why don’t we force DHS and force the 
administration to make us safe against 
arguably the greatest disaster that 
could befall us—one that we know al- 
Qaida and other terrorists would like 
to pursue? Why do we allow laxity, just 
obliviousness, and a narrow special in-
terest to prevail over what seems to be 
so much the common good? 

I am aghast. This amendment should 
not even be debated by now. Maybe in 
2003, maybe in 2004. But it is now 2007, 
and we are still not doing close to what 
we should be doing. Just last night, I 
spoke to an expert who said the tech-
nology is there. If there is a will, there 
is a way. Again, I say if you believe the 
technology isn’t there, the answer isn’t 
to let DHS proceed at the same lacka-
daisical pace, when one of the greatest 
dangers that could befall us could hap-
pen. 

My colleagues, nobody wants to wake 
up in a ‘‘what if’’ scenario. After 9/11 
occurred, we were all ‘‘what-ifing’’— 
what if we had done this or what if we 
had done that. It was hard before that 
because nobody envisioned that some-
body would fly a whole bunch of air-
planes into our buildings. We know the 
terrorists want to explode a nuclear de-
vice in America or off our shores. That 
is not a secret. I argue that that is as 
great a danger to us as is what is hap-
pening in Iraq. Will my colleagues say 
we should not spend all the money 
when it comes to fighting a war on ter-
ror overseas? Of course not. 

The other side of the aisle says spend 
every nickel we need. Here, when it 
comes to homeland security, they are 
either defending an administration 
that has botched this issue like they 
botched so many others or because 
maybe some shipping interests com-
plain or because they truly believe the 
technology is not available, and we 
continue to slow-walk this issue. 

I will have more to say in a few min-
utes. I will yield the floor so my col-
league from Maine and my colleague 
from New Jersey can have a chance to 
speak. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
mainder of my time be reserved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Very briefly, the 
Senator from New York has spoken 
passionately. I agree with everything 
he said about the urgency of the threat 
and the need to protect our people from 
weapons of mass destruction, which 
may arrive in containers. But I want to 
come back to what I said for a few mo-
ments. There is existing law that sets 
up a process that compels the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to achieve 
100 percent cargo scanning as soon as 
possible, based on the outcome of the 
three port pilot projects that are oc-
curring this year. 

My friend from New York has said 
that ‘‘as soon as possible’’ could be 
whenever the Department of Homeland 
Security wants, that they have been 
doing nothing for the 51⁄2 years since 
9/11. However, this law, the SAFE Ports 
Act, just became law last October 13, 
2006. So the pilot programs at the three 
ports have just started in the last 5 
months. 

At the end of the year, the Secretary 
will make a report to Congress about 
how those pilots are going. Again, he is 
required by the law to state to the ap-
propriate Congressional committees in 
April of next year, and every 6 months 
thereafter, the status of full-scale de-
ployment under subsection (b), which 
is basically saying how soon can we get 
to exactly what Senators SCHUMER, 
MENENDEZ, COLLINS, and I and I pre-
sume everybody—wants, which is 100 
percent cargo container scanning. 

So, again, we think we have a mecha-
nism. We share the same goal. If for 
some reason after the first 6 month re-
port, or the second one, we are dissatis-
fied with the pace of implementation 
by the Secretary, I am sure we will all 
join to set a deadline. For now, the 
committee has decided that it is not 
necessary. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will my colleague 
yield for a question on my time? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Certainly. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Again, I have great 

respect for my colleague and all he has 
done in homeland security. But I don’t 
get the argument. My colleague just 
said they will report to us, and if we 
are not satisfied we can later impose a 
deadline. Given the urgency, why not 
do it the other way? Put in a deadline, 
and if 2 years from now they say they 
cannot do it, they will come back to us 
and we can remove the deadline. It 
seems to me that would get them to 
act more quickly than the approach 
my colleague has suggested. 

I yield for an answer. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank my friend 

from New York. Of course, I send back 
the same respect to him, truly, coming 
from New York, particularly after 9/11, 
he has been an effective advocate for 
homeland security. My answer is this: 
Maybe history will show me to be an 

unjustified optimist. I hope ‘‘as soon as 
possible,’’ as stated in the law, means 
that we should have 100 percent scan-
ning sooner than 5 years. I will not 
have a real sense of that until we get 
the first 6 month report, or maybe the 
second. So to me, again, it is the judg-
ment of the committee to not include 
the House-passed provision, not rec-
ommended by the 9/11 Commission, and 
to give the system time to work. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield 5 minutes of 
our remaining time to my colleague 
and fellow sponsor, Senator MENENDEZ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. I appreciate the 
leadership and advocacy of my col-
league from New York to work with us 
on this issue. Look, the question is, On 
what side do we err? It seems to me we 
should err on the side of having a dead-
line that moves the Department of 
Homeland Security and us as a nation 
toward having the greatest possibility 
of security in a post-September 11 
world. 

If this was pre-September 11 and we 
were arguing that a conventional 
means of transportation—in this case a 
cargo ship—could, in fact, be used as a 
weapon of mass destruction and we 
hadn’t had that experience, I could see 
the skepticism. But the reality is we 
are in a post-September 11 world. Five 
years after we saw a traditional form 
of transportation be used as a weapon 
of mass destruction, as we saw a simple 
envelope be tainted ultimately and be 
used as a weapon against an individual, 
as we saw someone who boarded an air-
craft and tried to ignite his shoes, the 
reality is it doesn’t take a lot to be 
convinced you can take 95 percent of 
the cargo, which goes unscanned, 
comes into this country, and have a 
great shot of including something in 
there, particularly a nuclear device, 
that would cost us far more—far 
more—than what we are talking about 
proceeding on today. Three years for 
major ports, 5 years for other ports— 
that is too fast? Ten years after Sep-
tember 11, that is too fast? I can’t com-
prehend it. 

There are those who say we already 
have a risk-based approach, it is lay-
ered, it is whatnot. That is great if you 
trust algorithms to ultimately protect 
the Nation. I don’t trust algorithms to 
ultimately protect the Nation. I want 
real scanning, and the technology is 
there. It seems to me if Hong Kong can 
do it and other places in the world can 
do it, we can expect it as well. 

There is also the suggestion of cost. 
How much did we spend after Sep-
tember 11? How much will we spend in 
lives and national treasure if we make 
a mistake by not ensuring that the 
traffic that comes into the ports of this 
country is as secure as it can be? And 
who among us is willing to look at the 
sons and daughters of those who work 
on the docks or the communities that 
surround these ports—most were built 
in a way where communities surround 
them—and what will we do about the 
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national economy, because it won’t be 
just a regional economy that will be af-
fected but a ripple effect in the na-
tional economy? How much will we 
spend? Far more. The lives that will be 
lost are incalculable and priceless. 

I argue that, in fact, what we saw in 
the SAFE Port Act got the Department 
to act because they, in essence, had a 
deadline. So when we have deadlines, 
we see the Department acting. In my 
mind, all the more reason to have what 
I think is a very reasonable deadline— 
3 years for major ports, 5 years on all 
other ports, and even with the ability 
to extend beyond that by virtue of the 
Secretary making a determination. 
That moves the Department to under-
standing where we want to be. 

But ultimately, I don’t believe the 
present risk-based approach that lets 
95 percent of all the cargo coming into 
this country go unscanned, that we de-
pend on algorithms, that we use the 
costs supposedly to achieve 100-percent 
scanning is something that is accept-
able. 

The question is: How much greater 
will the costs be? Look at the costs we 
are incurring in aviation. They are 
enormous. 

Then we won’t be able to get host na-
tions to agree: The reality is those host 
nations want access to the greatest 
market in the world, the United States 
of America. I cannot fathom that they 
won’t do something that is necessary 
to try to get access to the greatest 
market in the world, the most pros-
perous market in the world. I think 
they will. 

As someone who represents a State 
that lost 700 residents on September 11, 
I am not ready—I certainly am not 
ready—to take the position that we 
will do less than what we can do to 
achieve the security of our people. 
That is what this amendment is all 
about. It is structured in a reasonable 
way. 

We have seen deadlines generate the 
Department of Homeland Security ac-
tivity we want to see. We give time 
frames that are reasonable, technology 
that is available. We have incentives 
for all the right reasons for the mar-
ketplace and, above all, we can look at 
our citizens and say, in fact, they are 
protected. 

I yield any time remaining. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

I yield such time to the Senator from 
Maine as she desires of the time I have 
remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 8 minutes 5 seconds remain-
ing. 

The Senator from Maine is recog-
nized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
for yielding time to me. 

You can read the entire 567 pages of 
the ‘‘9/11 Commission Report’’ as I have 
and you will not find a recommenda-
tion to undertake 100-percent scanning 

of cargo containers. This bill’s pur-
pose—the bill before us—is to finish the 
business of implementing the 9/11 Com-
mission Report recommendations. Sen-
ator SCHUMER’s and Senator MENEN-
DEZ’s amendment is not one of the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission. 

Further, I want to address what has 
been said about our system for improv-
ing the security of our seaports by fo-
cusing on cargo container security. 

The fact is a great deal has been done 
since the attacks on our country on 
September 11, 2001. We have a layered 
approach to cargo security. It balances 
security interests against the need for 
efficient movement of millions of con-
tainers through our seaports each 
year—11 million, in fact, last year 
alone. 

One layer is the screening of all 
cargo manifests at least 24 hours before 
the cargo is loaded onto ships bound 
for our shores. That screening, along 
with work done by the Coast Guard, is 
used in DHS’s automated targeting 
system which identifies high-risk con-
tainers. 

As a result of the cargo security bill 
that we passed last fall, we have a re-
quirement that 100 percent of all high- 
risk cargo be subjected to scanning and 
that is appropriate. We want to focus 
our resources on the cargo that is of 
highest risk. But that is only one layer 
in the process. 

Another layer is the Container Secu-
rity Initiative. This program stations 
Customs and Border Protection officers 
at foreign ports. CSI will be oper-
ational in 58 foreign ports by the end of 
this year, covering approximately 85 
percent of all containerized cargo head-
ed to the United States by sea. That is 
another layer of security. 

There is yet another one. It is the 
Customs-Trade Partnership Against 
Terrorism Program, known as C-TPAT. 
This program is a cooperative effort 
between the Government and the pri-
vate sector to secure the entire supply 
chain. It is a result of the legislation 
Senator MURRAY, Senator COLEMAN, 
Senator LIEBERMAN, and I authored 
last year. 

Firms that participate in C-TPAT 
and secure their supply chain are given 
certain advantages when it comes to 
scanning cargo because DHS will have 
certified that they have met certain 
standards. That is an important layer 
of security. 

There is another important safeguard 
that is a result of the SAFE Port Act, 
and that is the law requires by the end 
of this year that the 22 largest Amer-
ican ports must have radiation scan-
ners which will ensure that 98 per-
cent—98 percent—of inbound con-
tainers are scanned for radiation. That 
is because we do have the technology 
to do scanning for radiation. We have 
these radiation portal monitors that 
trucks can drive through with the con-
tainers loaded on them and be scanned 
for radiation. There is a problem with 
some false positives. I was describing 
earlier that for some reason, marble 

and kitty litter tend to cause false 
positives. But at least we identify 
these containers that are giving off 
alarms, and then they are subject to 
further inspection and search, and that 
makes sense. 

I should mention we are also install-
ing these overseas as part of the De-
partment of Energy’s Megaports Initia-
tive. 

The idea that nothing has been done 
to secure our seaports since 9/11 is de-
monstrably false. We took a giant step 
forward last year with the passage of 
the SAFE Port Act. 

There is more that is being done, 
however, and that is, as Senator LIE-
BERMAN and Senator COLEMAN have ex-
plained, the new law authorizes pilot 
programs to test 100-percent integrated 
scanning programs. 

We keep hearing Hong Kong brought 
up, but the fact is, in Hong Kong, there 
is scanning being done on only 2 of 40 
lines, and the images are not being 
read. What good is it to take the pic-
ture, the X-ray, essentially, but then 
not have anyone analyzing the images? 
How does that increase security? 

We still will learn something from 
the Hong Kong project, but I think we 
are going to learn even more from the 
three projects the Department has 
started already as a result of the SAFE 
Port Act. 

There have been allegations that 
somehow the Department is sitting on 
its hands. That is not true. In fact, 
three ports—one in the United King-
dom, one in Honduras, and one in Paki-
stan—have been selected already and 
the projects are going forward to test 
these pilot programs. I think that is 
important to know. 

So we have made a great deal of 
progress. We are going to make more 
as a result of these pilot projects. But 
the whole point is until we have the 
technology in place to do this effec-
tively and efficiently, it will cause a 
massive backup in our ports if we are 
trying to scan 11 million containers— 
low-risk containers, containers that 
pose absolutely no threat to the secu-
rity of this country—and that approach 
does not make sense. 

Finally, let me read something from 
the Chamber of Commerce which has 
sent around an alert on this issue be-
cause I think this summarizes the 
issue: 

The Chamber points out that more than 11 
million containers arrive at our Nation’s 
seaports each year and 95 percent of our Na-
tion’s trade flows through our seaports. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be given 
45 additional seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. I continuing quoting 
the Chamber of Commerce: 

If adopted, the Schumer amendment would 
significantly disrupt the flow of trade and 
impose costly mandates on American busi-
nesses without providing additional security. 
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That is the bottom line. I urge the 

rejection of the Schumer amendment, 
and when the time has expired, I will 
move to table the amendment. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
what is the status of the time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized. 
There is 3 minutes 1 second remaining. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
first, I thank my colleague from Maine 
for helping make our case. She says the 
technology for detecting radiation is 
available. Who in God’s name thinks if 
we didn’t set a deadline or if the Presi-
dent didn’t order DHS to make it the 
highest priority that we wouldn’t find 
a way to scan all containers within 5 
years? Of course we would. This is just 
defense of DHS. I say to my colleagues, 
DHS has a terrible track record in this 
area, like so many others. They have 
been asked to do this for years already, 
and they are nowhere. 

Now, my good friend from Con-
necticut says: Well, on October 13, we 
passed legislation. Well, that is 3 years 
after 9/11. What is wrong, my col-
leagues? Why isn’t everything right 
with a deadline that says you better 
move as quickly as you can? Yes, if 
they should need, if they come to us 3 
years from now and we are convinced 
that they have done everything they 
can, that the money has been spent, 
that the experts have been contacted 
and used appropriately, then we can 
delay it. Instead, we have this ap-
proach which seems to me to be back-
ward—let us delay another 2 or 3 years, 
and if they do not do a good job, we can 
then put in a deadline. 

No one is arguing we shouldn’t have 
deadlines. The argument boils down to, 
do you trust DHS to do the job or 
would you rather have an immutable 
deadline on something which is the 
most damaging thing? I can’t think of 
anything worse or close to it than a nu-
clear weapon exploding in America or 
off our shores. The technology is there, 
my colleagues. Yes, DHS doesn’t want 
to spend the money necessary. Yes, 
DHS has not had very good people in 
this Department. 

How are my colleagues going to go 
home and tell their constituents that 
when there was a chance to really 
move an agency and set a deadline, as 
the House did—this is not some crazy 
idea; the House voted by a significant 
majority for it—that they didn’t do it, 
they didn’t do it because they had faith 
in DHS? I don’t know who does. How do 
my colleagues say they didn’t do it be-
cause their port or a shipping company 
said they didn’t want to do it or they 
didn’t do it because they didn’t think 
it was that big a problem? I don’t think 
any of those reasons stand up. I don’t 
think any of them stand up. 

I have to say I have listened carefully 
to my colleagues, and I have great re-
spect for them and the jobs they do, 
but their arguments just don’t wash: 
Let’s give them another chance. My 
colleagues, when it comes to this prob-
lem, we can’t afford to give them an-
other chance. 

I urge a vote for the amendment. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that Senators KENNEDY, LAU-
TENBERG, and BIDEN be added as co-
sponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The time of the Senator from New 
York has expired. The Senator from 
Maine is recognized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, has 
all time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 15 seconds remaining. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Madam President, I move to table 
the Schumer amendment, and I request 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
were necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), and the 
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 58, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 56 Leg.] 
YEAS—58 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Allard 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Brown 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corker 

Cornyn 
Craig 
DeMint 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Thune 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—38 

Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Boxer 
Cardin 
Casey 
Clinton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 

Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Nelson (FL) 
Obama 

Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Webb 
Whitehouse 

NOT VOTING—4 

Crapo 
Johnson 

McCain 
Vitter 

The motion was agreed to. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, more than 
11 million cargo containers enter the 
United States each year. One hundred 
percent of the shipping manifests are 
screened to determine their risk. Ap-
proximately 17 to 19 percent of those 
containers determined to be high risk 
are examined by screening machines 
using xray or gamma ray technology, 
and only 5 percent of containers are 
physically opened and examined. This 
is not satisfactory. Clearly, much more 
needs to be done to increase the num-
ber of containers that are screened 
prior to entering this country. Only a 
more robust system will provide the 
deterrence necessary to make America 
safer. 

I have been a leader in the effort to 
provide additional funding to purchase 
screening equipment and hire the per-
sonnel to perform these inspections. 
Nevertheless, I voted to table the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York, Mr. SCHUMER. I believe we must 
set realistic goals. There is a process 
which has been set in place by the 
SAFE Port Act to get us to the ability 
to conduct 100 percent inspections. I 
will continue to do all in my power to 
provide the funds to ensure that we 
reach an achievable goal as rapidly as 
possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

(The remarks of Mrs. HUTCHISON are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 734 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
note the presence of a friend and col-
league from Hawaii, a distinguished 
member of our Homeland Security 
Committee. I yield the floor to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 10 min-
utes as in morning business on the 
REAL ID Act, and I thank the chair-
man for his agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today the 
Department of Homeland Security re-
leased its much anticipated proposed 
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regulations implementing the REAL ID 
Act of 2005. Although I am still review-
ing the 162 pages of regulations, I note 
that the regulations address the prob-
lems with the statutory May 11, 2008, 
deadline for compliance. However, the 
regulations remain troublesome be-
cause they reflect the problems of the 
underlying statute. 

I intend to ensure that these prob-
lems are resolved, which is why I re-
introduced the Identity Security En-
hancement Act, S. 717, to repeal REAL 
ID and replace it with the negotiated 
rulemaking process and the more rea-
sonable guidelines established in the 
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism 
Prevention Act of 2004. 

I am pleased to be joined ‘‘by Sen-
ators SUNUNU, LEAHY, and TESTER. I 
also thank Senator COLLINS for her 
work on this issue. 

From its inception, REAL ID has 
been surrounded in controversy and 
subject to criticism from both ends of 
the political spectrum. The act places 
a significant unfunded mandate on 
States and is a serious threat to pri-
vacy and civil liberties. 

I support the goal of making our 
identification cards and driver’s li-
censes more secure, as recommended 
by the 9/11 Commission. However, the 
massive amounts of personal informa-
tion that would be stored in inter-
connected databases, as well as on the 
card, could provide one-stop shopping 
for identity thieves. As a result, REAL 
ID could make us less secure by giving 
us a false sense of security. 

Nearly half of our Nation’s State leg-
islatures—22—have acted to introduce 
or to pass legislation to condemn 
REAL ID since the beginning of the 
year. In some cases, States would be 
prohibited from spending money to im-
plement the act. Two bills have been 
introduced in the Hawaii State legisla-
ture, one supporting the repeal of 
REAL ID and the other supporting pas-
sage of my legislation. 

As I noted earlier, DHS has acknowl-
edged the implementation problems 
and the need to help address the bur-
dens on States. Secretary Chertoff an-
nounced today that States could easily 
apply for a waiver from the compliance 
deadline and could use up to 20 percent 
of the State’s Homeland Security 
Grant Program, SHSGP, funds to pay 
for REAL ID implementation. But this 
is a hollow solution. The President’s 
fiscal year 2008 budget proposes to cut 
SHSGP by $835 million. I fail to see 
how States are able to implement an 
$11 billion program with Federal home-
land security grants that the Bush ad-
ministration continues to cut. 

Moreover, the regulations proposed 
today fail to address several of the 
most critical privacy and civil liberties 
issues raised by REAL ID, which essen-
tially creates a national ID. No hear-
ings were held on REAL ID when it was 
passed as part of the Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act for De-
fense, the Global War on Terror, and 
Tsunami Relief Act in 2005. I think this 

is part of the problem and is where I 
hope to bring forth a solution. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management, 
I plan to hold hearings in the near fu-
ture to review the proposed regulations 
and how DHS plans to implement this 
costly and controversial law. Unfunded 
mandates and the lack of privacy and 
security requirements are real prob-
lems that deserve real consideration 
and real solutions. Congress has a re-
sponsibility to ensure that driver’s li-
censes and ID cards issued in the 
United States are affordable, practical, 
and secure—both from would-be terror-
ists and identity thieves. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues—Senators SUNUNU, LEAHY, 
TESTER, COLLINS and others—to ad-
dress the real problems with REAL ID. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous 

consent to talk as in morning business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY are 

printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MENENDEZ). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business before the Sen-
ate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Salazar amendment is the pending 
amendment before the Senate. 

AMENDMENT NO. 314 TO AMENDMENT NO. 275 
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside and I be al-
lowed to offer an amendment, which I 
am sending to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 

DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered 
314 to amendment No. 275. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the provision that re-

vises the personnel management practices 
of the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration) 
On page 215, strike line 6 and all that fol-

lows through page 219, line 7. 
AMENDMENT NO. 315 TO AMENDMENT NO. 275 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

have an amendment that I send to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. LIE-
BERMAN] proposes an amendment numbered 
315 to Amendment No. 275. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide appeal rights and em-

ployee engagement mechanisms for pas-
senger and property screeners) 
In the language proposed to be stricken: 
On page 215, strike line 22 and all that fol-

lows through page 219, line 7, and insert the 
following: 
SEC. ll. APPEAL RIGHTS AND EMPLOYEE EN-

GAGEMENT MECHANISM FOR PAS-
SENGER AND PROPERTY SCREEN-
ERS. 

(a) APPEAL RIGHTS FOR SCREENERS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 111(d) of the Avia-

tion and Transportation Security Act (49 
U.S.C. 44935 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Notwithstanding’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (3) notwithstanding’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) RIGHT TO APPEAL ADVERSE ACTION.— 

The provisions of chapters 75 and 77 of title 
5, United States Code, shall apply to an indi-
vidual employed or appointed to carry out 
the screening functions of the Administrator 
under section 44901 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(3) EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT MECHANISM FOR 
ADDRESSING WORKPLACE ISSUES.—The Under 
Secretary of Transportation shall provide a 
collaborative, integrated, employee engage-
ment mechanism, subject to chapter 71 of 
title 5, United States Code, at every airport 
to address workplace issues, except that col-
lective bargaining over working conditions 
shall not extend to pay. Employees shall not 
have the right to engage in a strike and the 
Under Secretary may take whatever actions 
may be necessary to carry out the agency 
mission during emergencies, newly immi-
nent threats, or intelligence indicating a 
newly imminent emergency risk. No prop-
erly classified information shall be divulged 
in any non-authorized forum.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
111(d)(1) of the Aviation and Transportation 
Security Act, as amended by paragraph 
(1)(A), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Security’’ and inserting ‘‘Ad-
ministrator of the Transportation Security 
Administration’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary’’ each 
place such appears and inserting ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’. 

(b) WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTIONS.—Section 
883 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 463) is amended, in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, or sec-
tion 111(d) of the Aviation and Transpor-
tation Security Act,’’ after ‘‘this Act’’. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 
(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 6 

months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on— 

(A) the pay system that applies with re-
spect to TSA employees as of the date of en-
actment of this Act; and 

(B) any changes to such system which 
would be made under any regulations which 
have been prescribed under chapter 97 of title 
5, United States Code. 
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(2) MATTERS FOR INCLUSION.—The report re-

quired under paragraph (1) shall include— 
(A) a brief description of each pay system 

described in paragraphs (1)(A) and (1)(B), re-
spectively; 

(B) a comparison of the relative advan-
tages and disadvantages of each of those pay 
systems; and 

(C) such other matters as the Comptroller 
General determines appropriate. 

AMENDMENT NO. 316 TO AMENDMENT NO. 315 
Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mrs. 

MCCASKILL] proposes an amendment num-
bered 316 to amendment No. 315. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide appeal rights and em-

ployee engagement mechanisms for pas-
senger and property screeners) 
In the Amendment strike all after ‘‘SEC.’’ 

on page 1, line 3 and insert the following: 
APPEAL RIGHTS AND EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 

MECHANISM FOR PASSENGER AND 
PROPERTY SCREENERS. 

(a) APPEAL RIGHTS FOR SCREENERS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 111(d) of the Avia-

tion and Transportation Security Act (49 
U.S.C. 44935 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Notwithstanding’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (3) notwithstanding’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) RIGHT TO APPEAL ADVERSE ACTION.— 

The provisions of chapters 75 and 77 of title 
5, United States Code, shall apply to an indi-
vidual employed or appointed to carry out 
the screening functions of the Administrator 
under section 44901 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(3) EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT MECHANISM FOR 
ADDRESSING WORKPLACE ISSUES.—The Under 
Secretary of Transportation shall provide a 
collaborative, integrated, employee engage-
ment mechanism, subject to chapter 71 of 
title 5, United States Code, at every airport 
to address workplace issues, except that col-
lective bargaining over working conditions 
shall not extend to pay. Employees shall not 
have the right to engage in a strike and the 
Under Secretary may take whatever actions 
may be necessary to carry out the agency 
mission during emergencies, newly immi-
nent threats, or intelligence indicating a 
newly imminent emergency risk. No prop-
erly classified information shall be divulged 
in any non-authorized forum.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
111(d)(1) of the Aviation and Transportation 
Security Act, as amended by paragraph 
(1)(A), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Security’’ and inserting ‘‘Ad-
ministrator of the Transportation Security 
Administration’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary’’ each 
place such appears and inserting ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’. 

(b) WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTIONS.—Section 
883 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 463) is amended, in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, or sec-
tion 111(d) of the Aviation and Transpor-
tation Security Act,’’ after ‘‘this Act’’. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on— 

(A) the pay system that applies with re-
spect to TSA employees as of the date of en-
actment of this Act; and 

(B) any changes to such system which 
would be made under any regulations which 
have been prescribed under chapter 97 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(2) MATTERS FOR INCLUSION.—The report re-
quired under paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) a brief description of each pay system 
described in paragraphs (1)(A) and (1)(B), re-
spectively; 

(B) a comparison of the relative advan-
tages and disadvantages of each of those pay 
systems; and 

(C) such other matters as the Comptroller 
General determines appropriate. 

(d) This section shall take effect one day 
after date of enactment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 314 
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I thank 

the managers for their hard work. 
They sincerely want to strengthen 
homeland security and want to keep 
this bill focused on that goal and not 
allow it to be tangled up in partisan 
issues. That is my goal, too. That is 
why I am offering this amendment 
today. 

The provision in this bill, found on 
page 215, that reverses a critical home-
land security policy and introduces col-
lective bargaining for airport screeners 
who work at the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration, or what we call 
the TSA, has nothing to do with im-
proving our homeland security. It was 
certainly not recommended by the 9/11 
Commission. My amendment would 
strike this provision so TSA can con-
tinue to protect us from another ter-
rorist attack. 

It may be helpful to review the his-
tory of this debate so my colleagues 
understand how we got here. Just 5 
years ago, Congress voted in favor of a 
flexible personnel management system 
at TSA in recognition that special 
flexibility is necessary to protect 
American passengers from terrorists. 
This system allows security screeners 
to join a union, but it doesn’t tie the 
hands of TSA when it comes to man-
aging its workforce and protecting the 
American people. 

Collective bargaining, however, 
would allow labor unions to stand be-
tween TSA and its employees in ways 
that would make the agency less flexi-
ble and less nimble and create an oper-
ational and security disaster. Mr. 
President, collective bargaining has 
been a topic of discussion since TSA’s 
inception. It is important that my col-
leagues know that it has been evalu-
ated and rejected in every instance as 
something that would be harmful to 
our safety. 

First, in 2001, collective bargaining 
was not included in the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act when TSA 
was first created. 

Second, in 2003, collective bargaining 
was rejected by the TSA Administrator 
for security reasons. 

Third, in 2004, collective bargaining 
was not recommended by the 9/11 Com-
mission. 

I need to repeat that because it is im-
portant. This whole bill is designed to 
fulfill the recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission, and they did not mention 
anything about collective bargaining. 

Finally, the decision against collec-
tive bargaining at TSA has been upheld 
by multiple Federal and labor relations 
courts between 2002 and 2006. 

Now I will outline six of the negative 
security consequences of this dramatic 
change in policy. First, TSA currently 
uses a security strategy as rec-
ommended by the 9/11 Commission that 
is based on flexible, random, and unpre-
dictable methods. This approach keeps 
would-be attackers off guard. 

Under collective bargaining, TSA 
will have to negotiate a predetermined 
framework within which the agency 
will be required to operate. This policy 
was not recommended in the 9/11 Com-
mission Report, and it goes directly 
against the Commission’s rec-
ommendations. This will weaken our 
security. 

Second, TSA currently establishes 
security protocols on a national and 
international basis without having to 
bargain in advance over the impact of 
these protocols. 

Under collective bargaining, TSA 
will be required to negotiate on every 
security protocol with multiple unions 
on an airport-by-airport basis. At its 
worst, this could stop many critical 
new security protocols, but even at its 
best it will slow them down. This will 
weaken our security. 

Third, TSA currently shifts resources 
in real time without having to inform 
any entity. Under collective bar-
gaining, redeployment decisions will be 
subject to binding arbitration review 
by a third party who has no Govern-
ment or security experience but has 
authority to reverse TSA security deci-
sions. 

As my colleagues know, arbitration 
can take months or even years to re-
solve. This will weaken our security. 

Fourth, TSA currently moves, up-
grades, replaces, and repositions equip-
ment to stay in tune with operational 
requirements. Under collective bar-
gaining, equipment deployment will be 
subject to a 60- to 180-day negotiation 
process. All information, including 
standard operating procedures and tac-
tics, will also be subject to union nego-
tiation. This will weaken our security. 

Fifth, TSA currently protects sen-
sitive security information, such as the 
security resources at a particular site, 
and releases this information only to 
those who need to know. 

Under collective bargaining, TSA 
will be required to disclose security in-
formation to third party negotiators 
and arbitrators, increasing the risk of 
unauthorized information release. This 
will weaken our security. 
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Sixth, and finally, TSA currently de-

ploys many innovative security pro-
grams within weeks. Under collective 
bargaining, new positions and pro-
motions will all be subject to months, 
or years, of impact in implementation. 

TSA provided just-in-time explosive 
training to more than 38,000 security 
screeners in less than 3 weeks in No-
vember of 2005. Under collective bar-
gaining, training is subject to negotia-
tion on the need, design, order of train-
ing delivered, and method of delivery. 
This process could add 60 to 180 days to 
security training programs and weaken 
our security. 

I know my colleagues understand the 
need for TSA to be able to move quick-
ly, so I want to make sure everyone 
knows how slow and how cumbersome 
collective bargaining will be. Let’s 
please keep in mind as we look at this 
situation the whole purpose of TSA is 
to protect our country. That is their 
first priority. We cannot allow the 
unionization and union requirements 
to preempt this first priority of TSA. 

Today, TSA—and I know this is very 
difficult to read—can implement its 
changes in 1 day or less, and we will 
talk about some of those examples. But 
under collective bargaining, it can 
take up to 568 days to work out the ne-
gotiations and possible litigation that 
could occur when they are trying to es-
tablish new protocols. This is not ac-
ceptable when it comes to protecting 
our country. 

If we introduce collective bargaining 
at TSA as proposed in this bill, changes 
could take, as I said, up to 568 days. My 
colleagues can see a collective bar-
gaining process starts with up to 14 
days of advance notice, up to 14 days 
for the union to decide how they are 
going to negotiate, plus up to 180 days 
to negotiate, and followed by 7 days to 
implement. 

This whole process does not fit with 
national security interests. I hope my 
colleagues agree that this is too long 
and too cumbersome to subject our Na-
tion’s security to. 

I wish to share with my colleagues 
several real-world examples of how 
TSA has been able to rapidly respond 
to security threats. I will point the at-
tention of my colleagues to the United 
Kingdom bomb plot, of which we are all 
aware, last August in 2006. On August 
10 of last year, information about one 
of the most spectacular terrorist plots 
since 9/11 was shared with TSA. TSA 
worked very quickly to develop a plan 
that would, over the course of 12 hours, 
ban all liquids beyond the security 
checkpoint and enact the quickest 
changes to the prohibited items list in 
history. It was simply the most drastic 
change airport security had ever under-
gone, and it happened in less than 6 
hours from the time the arrest of the 
alleged terrorists was revealed. 

I understand one of my colleagues 
has offered an amendment that would 
undercut the whole idea of this bill and 
force TSA to prove it is an emergency 
or an imminent threat in order to take 

the action we did when this plot was 
revealed. 

What will TSA have to go through to 
prove there is an emergency? What 
kind of court case, what kind of litiga-
tion, what kind of hearings in Congress 
will they have to go through to prove 
it is an emergency? This attempt to 
gut this bill makes it worse than the 
underlying bill because it subjects our 
security to constant litigation and sec-
ond-guessing. 

The success of this operation—this 
United Kingdom bomb plot—was based 
on a number of factors, including a 
nimble and professional workforce who 
is highly trained and rewarded for their 
performance: an ability to change pro-
cedures within hours, expertise in deal-
ing with the public to educate, inform, 
and help them handle the changes, and 
a commitment to security in the face 
of emerging threats. This is a clear ex-
ample of why we should not tie TSA’s 
hands and prevent it from accom-
plishing its security mission. 

Another example of how TSA has 
been able to react quickly happened 
last July, when Lebanon erupted into 
violence and fighting broke out, leav-
ing thousands of Americans trapped in 
between the warring factions. The Gov-
ernment of the United States safely 
evacuated these Americans and thou-
sands of other refugees. 

From July 22 to July 31, TSA officers 
helped to secure 58 chartered flights 
from Cypress to the United States and 
screened over 11,000 passengers. The 
overseas and domestic deployment was 
the first of its kind, and it dem-
onstrated TSA’s ability to use its flexi-
ble structure to appropriately respond 
to both domestic and overseas needs. 

TSA delivered on its security mission 
and ensured the security of arriving 
airplanes and passengers. The mission 
was designed, executed, and people 
were being screened overseas within 96 
hours, which is remarkable for a Gov-
ernment agency that had never de-
ployed overseas and had not envisioned 
a need to do so. 

It is important for us to remember at 
this point the amendment that has 
been offered to change my amendment 
would likely have resulted by now with 
TSA being in court, being challenged 
as to whether the situation in Lebanon 
was an imminent threat to our coun-
try, which is the language of the 
amendment that has been offered to 
change this bill. 

We cannot water down our Nation’s 
security by allowing TSA to have to 
follow collective bargaining rules or, 
which has been proposed, prove it is an 
emergency or an imminent threat. This 
would create a heyday for lawyers. 

If these operations had been subject 
to arbitration and review required by 
collective bargaining, changes in de-
ployments of personnel would have re-
quired notification on TSA’s manage-
ment to the collective bargaining unit, 
followed by a response accepting the 
changes in employment conditions or 
proposing modifications. This process 

would have created time-consuming 
rounds of negotiation, even using an 
expedited process. 

TSA’s response to the United King-
dom terrorist plot was developed in 12 
hours, and the screeners were deployed 
to Lebanon and Cypress within 96 
hours, response times that would have 
been significantly delayed by days and 
weeks, if not made impossible, had the 
notification and negotiation require-
ments in this bill been in effect. We 
cannot allow that to happen to our Na-
tion’s security. 

I would now like to outline three 
ways collective bargaining will nega-
tively affect workforce performance. 

First, TSA currently uses a paid-for 
performance system that is based on 
technical competence, readiness for 
duty, and operational performance. 
Top security screeners receive a 5-per-
cent base pay increase on top of a 2.1- 
percent cost-of-living adjustment and a 
$3,000 bonus. 

Under collective bargaining, this 
paid-for performance system will be re-
placed with a pass-fail system based 
heavily on seniority that will not ade-
quately assess technical skills. The 
collective bargaining system will not 
reward screening performance or good 
customer service, and it will reduce 
standards. This will weaken workforce 
performance. 

Second, TSA can also currently re-
move ineffective security screeners 
within 72 hours. Imagine that: The 
frontline security of our country can 
identify someone who is not doing 
their job and remove them so our coun-
try and the airline passengers can be 
safe. 

Under collective bargaining, how-
ever, arbitration proceedings will re-
tain substandard employees for 
months, preventing the hiring of re-
placement officers. This process could 
take 90 to 240 days and will reduce 
overall workforce performance. This 
will weaken workforce performance. 

Third, TSA currently uses multiple 
screening disciplines, adding inter-
locking layers of security. Under col-
lective bargaining, employees will be 
able to refuse multidisciplinary jobs 
resulting in fewer resources to serve 
passenger checkpoints. This will weak-
en workforce performance. 

My colleagues should know exactly 
how this weakened workforce perform-
ance affects air travelers in our coun-
try, and we can have a good look at 
how that is going to affect us by look-
ing at Canada. A recent incident in 
Canada provides a great example. 

Canada’s air security system does 
not have the flexibility that TSA en-
joys. Last Thanksgiving, as part of a 
labor dispute, passenger luggage was 
not properly screened and sometimes 
not screened at all as airport screeners 
engaged in a work-to-rule campaign, as 
they called it, creating long lines at 
the Toronto airport. 

A government report found that to 
clear the lines, about 250,000 passengers 
were rushed through with minimal or 
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no screening whatsoever. One Canadian 
security expert was quoted as saying 
that if terrorists had known that in 
those 3 days their baggage wasn’t going 
to be searched, that would have been 
bad. That is an understatement of the 
year. We cannot afford to have this 
kind of union-sponsored disruption at 
our airports. The Canadian union’s air-
port security was not allowed to strike 
either, but we can see what they did in 
order to disrupt the proper screening of 
baggage there. This would happen in 
our country as well. 

I think it is also important that peo-
ple know how collective bargaining 
will impact passenger service. I know 
that for most Americans, security is 
the No. 1 goal when it comes to air 
travel, but they also want security op-
erations to be efficient and not need-
lessly disrupt their schedules. 

I know my colleagues would be 
pleased to know that TSA has managed 
the growth of passenger travel and 
kept average peak wait times to less 
than 12 minutes. Under collective bar-
gaining, TSA will have to pull at least 
3,500 screeners, or 8 percent of the total 
workforce, off a line to fulfill the needs 
of the new labor-management infra-
structure. This would close at least 250 
screening lanes, causing longer lines at 
checkpoints. 

Under these circumstances, average 
wait times would increase from 12 min-
utes at peak to more than 30 minutes. 
This is something that will be very un-
popular, especially given the fact that 
these longer wait lines come with less 
security. 

TSA is also currently capable of relo-
cating security screeners to enable on- 
time aircraft departures. Under collec-
tive bargaining, negotiating job sta-
tions and functions will result in poor 
staffing, leading to longer lines, late 
flight departures, and other adverse in-
dustry impacts. Americans want to 
make their flights, and they will not 
support needless delays that come at 
the expense of their security. 

I think it is also important that my 
colleagues understand what I am talk-
ing about and how it could play out in 
real terms. 

During Hurricane Katrina, TSA de-
ployed security officers from around 
the country to New Orleans to screen 
evacuees during the aftermath of the 
storm. This response allowed them to 
evacuate 22,000 men, women, and chil-
dren through the airport safely and se-
curely. Several weeks later, TSA re-
sponded the same in response to Hurri-
cane Rita in Houston. Security screen-
ers left their home airports with little 
notice to fly to Houston to help those 
in need. 

Another example of how TSA has 
been able to react quickly to weather- 
related events occurred this past De-
cember when a big snowstorm hit Den-
ver. Because local TSA employees were 
unable to get to the airport, TSA re-
sponded quickly by deploying 55 offi-
cers from Las Vegas, Salt Lake City, 
and Colorado Springs to Denver. The 

deployment allowed TSA to open every 
security lane around the clock at the 
airport until they were back to normal 
operations. 

Should we force TSA to prove this 
was an imminent danger or an emer-
gency before they respond to the needs 
of the American people? That is what 
the second-degree amendment is in-
tended to do. We cannot allow that. 
That will weaken our security. 

These operations have been subject 
to arbitration review required by col-
lective bargaining. Changes in deploy-
ment of personnel would have required 
notification by TSA management to 
the collective bargaining unit, followed 
by a response accepting the changes in 
employment conditions or proposing 
modifications. This process would have 
created time-consuming rounds of ne-
gotiations, even using an expedited 
process. Americans do not want need-
less bureaucracy in our airports, espe-
cially when it comes at the expense of 
our safety. 

I also want my colleagues to under-
stand the amount of money collective 
bargaining is going to cost and how it 
will impact TSA’s operation in air 
travel security. 

The first year startup costs of cre-
ating a collective bargaining infra-
structure is conservatively estimated 
at $160 million, forcing TSA to relocate 
thousands of screeners currently work-
ing on aviation security. Since there is 
no money allocated for this change, 
this mandate would force TSA to pull 
3,500 transportation security officers, 
or 8 percent of the total workforce, off 
the checkpoints. 

These officers equate to 250 of the 
2,054 active screening lanes across the 
Nation at any given time, closing 250 
lanes. This impact is equivalent to 
closing all the checkpoint screening 
lanes in Chicago, Los Angeles, Boston, 
and New York. This impact is the 
equivalent of closing all screening op-
erations across the system 1 day every 
week. This impact would result in fail-
ing to screen 300,000 passengers every 
day. 

Some may say we should increase 
spending for TSA by $160 million. But 
if we have this money, why use it to 
pay for redtape? Let’s use it for secu-
rity. 

I also want to address some of the ob-
jections to TSA’s flexible management. 
First, those who want collective bar-
gaining at TSA say they want screen-
ers to be treated as every other Federal 
employee. That would be fine, except 
for the fact they are not like every 
other Federal employee. They have a 
mission to protect the American peo-
ple, and collective bargaining will pre-
vent them from accomplishing this 
mission. 

Second, those who want collective 
bargaining at TSA say it will lead to 
lower attrition and, therefore, more 
safety. Collective bargaining may lead 
to lower rates of attrition, but it will 
not lead to more security. 

I am sure there are security screen-
ers who would like to be guaranteed 

lifetime employment, but that would 
prohibit TSA from keeping America 
safe. TSA currently has the ability to 
reward screeners based on their per-
formance and to remove those screen-
ers who are not performing. That is 
what ensures safety, not a workforce 
that is rewarded for seniority and is 
not accountable. 

We have also heard the supporters of 
collective bargaining at TSA say it is 
working at Customs and border con-
trol. First, I take issue with the claim 
it is working with Customs or working 
at our borders. Our Customs agency 
has experienced numerous delays and 
complications in securing our borders 
that have been caused by collective 
bargaining. I think our Customs agen-
cy and border security should have the 
same flexibility TSA enjoys, and it is a 
debate we should have as we look at 
ways to better secure our borders. 

Let’s make sure we understand what 
we are saying. Advocates of collective 
bargaining for airport security are say-
ing our border security has worked 
well. It is hard to look at 10 to 12 mil-
lion illegal aliens in our country and 
say our border security is working 
well. It is not working well. 

We are also hearing increasingly 
from all over the world that our cus-
toms process is among the worst in the 
world. Our tourism is down and our 
business visits are down because we are 
making it harder and harder for people 
from around the world to get into our 
country. Our customs system doesn’t 
work and neither does our border secu-
rity. 

The supporters of collective bar-
gaining at TSA also believe our screen-
ers are lacking important protections 
to address their grievances. I hope my 
colleagues know TSA has given screen-
ers the ability to have their whistle-
blower complaints reviewed by the Of-
fice of the Independent Counsel, even 
though it is not required in law. Critics 
also claim screeners do not have the 
ability to appeal adverse actions 
against them, such as suspensions and 
terminations, through the Merit Sys-
tem Protection Board. This is true, but 
TSA has created its own disciplinary 
review board that provides workers 
with relief faster than the Merit Sys-
tem Protection Board. 

I want my colleagues to understand 
what all of this means for unions, be-
cause I am afraid that is what this pol-
icy is all about. Unionizing the 48,000 
workers at TSA will give labor unions 
a $17 million annual windfall in dues 
from these new union workers. Let me 
share a quote. For my colleagues who 
doubt this policy is being driven by 
unions, I want them to hear what was 
said earlier this week by two leaders of 
the American Federation of Govern-
ment Employees, which is affiliated 
with the AFL–CIO. They said: 

We must gain 40,000 new members a year to 
break even today. But because of the age of 
our members and pending retirements, that 
number will grow to 50,000 in 2 years and 
probably 60,000 a few years after that. 
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An additional comment: 
This campaign is the perfect opportunity 

to convince TSA employees to join our union 
and become activist volunteers in our one 
great union. 

The purpose of TSA is not to create 
activist volunteers for unions. It is to 
protect our country. Again, I need to 
remind my colleagues the top priority 
of Homeland Security and TSA is to 
protect Americans. 

I conclude by saying this is a very se-
rious issue, and I encourage all my col-
leagues to think about it carefully. We 
all want workers to have better bene-
fits, but that is not what this debate is 
about. TSA offers great benefits and 
important protections to its workforce. 
This debate is about how to keep our 
country safe, and we cannot tie TSA up 
in knots of redtape. 

I understand the unions want this 
new policy because it will add thou-
sands of new dues-paying members to 
their rolls, but they are going to have 
to live without it in order to keep our 
country safe. This bill is about doing 
things that will prevent another 9/11 
attack. Adding an earmark for labor 
unions that prevents TSA from doing 
its job is the last thing we should do. 

I realize the Senator from Con-
necticut feels strongly about this issue, 
and I know I probably haven’t changed 
his mind. Unionizing the Federal work-
force is something that is very impor-
tant to him, and it is something he has 
worked on for many years, most nota-
bly when Congress created the new De-
partment of Homeland Security in 2002. 
I also realize the majority leader has 
impressed upon the Senators on the 
other side of the aisle to stick together 
in supporting this destructive policy. 
This is very disappointing, because it 
shows the majority may be more inter-
ested in having a political showdown 
than they are in strengthening our se-
curity. 

The President has issued a veto 
threat on this bill if it creates collec-
tive bargaining at TSA, and there are 
enough Senators to sustain it. That 
leaves us with two options: We can re-
move this misguided position and pre-
serve the bill or we can let the bill die. 
I simply ask my colleagues: Is this 
union earmark worth killing this bill 
for? I don’t think so. 

I think it is important to also note 
the second-degree amendment that is 
being offered to change my amendment 
is not supported by Homeland Secu-
rity. In fact, they believe it will make 
this bill worse than it is right now. 

My colleagues, I ask everyone to set 
aside the partisan politics, set aside 
special interests, and let us continue to 
improve TSA, our Transportation Se-
curity Agency. They have dem-
onstrated that while there have been a 
lot of problems with starting up a new 
agency, each year they have gotten 
better. Each year their workforce has 
gotten better trained. Each year we are 
moving passengers through with less 
and less inconvenience and better and 
better security. This is not the time to 

turn back. This is not the time to play 
politics and payback with our security. 

I encourage everyone to take a care-
ful look at this amendment and I ask 
my colleagues to support it. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield 
back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
have listened to the arguments of my 
colleague on the other side of the aisle, 
and I believe the amendment I have of-
fered answers many of his concerns but 
also provides basic rights for our 40,000- 
some TSA officers across this country. 

Let us first talk about what this 
amendment does that I have offered. It 
does three things, three simple things. 
First, it gives them whistleblower pro-
tection. 

As somebody who has spent 8 years 
as an auditor, as someone who has 
spent a great deal of time figuring out 
where Government is doing its job well 
and not so well, I understand the im-
portance of whistleblower protection. 
The best information you get as an 
auditor comes from the employees of 
the Government, and they all must be 
reassured, especially those working on 
the front line of security, that they 
will be protected if they tell things 
they see that need to be fixed. That is 
important. 

Secondly, this bill gives them the 
right to appeal suspensions of 14 days 
or more to an independent board, as 
other Federal workers. 

It also gives them the right to collec-
tively bargain, like the Border Patrol, 
like the Capitol Police, like FEMA em-
ployees, and like Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement. 

What does this amendment not do? It 
is important to understand the limita-
tions in this amendment. First, it 
makes sure they do not have the right 
to strike. 

Secondly, it prohibits them from bar-
gaining for higher pay. They cannot 
bargain for higher pay. This is impor-
tant, because my colleagues spent a 
great deal of time talking about safety. 
It explicitly states that no classified or 
sensitive intelligence can be divulged 
or released during any grievance proc-
ess. 

It goes further than the original leg-
islation and the original amendment 
by saying the TSA Administrator or 
the Secretary of Homeland Security 
can take whatever actions necessary to 
carry out an agency mission during 
emergencies and whenever needed to 
address newly imminent threats. No 
questions asked. These employees have 
to follow orders. In any emergency, the 
director has the complete and imme-
diate control over these workers. Let 
me emphasize that again. In any emer-
gency the director, the administrator 
have complete control over anything 
these workers should do. 

By the way, as an aside, having 
talked with and been around these 
screening officers many times as I 
move through the airports, I think it is 

a little insulting to them to act as if 
they would not respond when directed 
to an emergency. Americans across the 
board want to do what is right in times 
of crisis for our country. To indicate 
these Americans would not do what 
was asked of them in time of an emer-
gency, and that they would try to rely 
on some kind of right under the law to 
not do what is necessary in an emer-
gency, frankly, I think, is unfair to 
them. 

What does collective bargaining get 
these workers? It provides a structure 
for quick and fair resolution of griev-
ances and workplace disputes. It pro-
vides a forum to discuss health and 
safety issues, which will reduce the 
number of on-the-job injuries suffered 
by TSOs. It reduces the high TSO turn-
over rate. 

Let’s talk about that turnover rate. 
Talk about saving money. Think of the 
money we are investing in these offi-
cers that is wasted right now. We have 
a 23-percent annual turnover among 
these screening officers. Among the 
part-time officers, it is 50 percent. As 
somebody who has worried about the 
bottom line in a private business, that 
kind of turnover is completely unac-
ceptable in terms of the costs. 

Let’s look at the safety issue. The ex-
perience we are losing by that kind of 
turnover—and I am not talking about 
people being dismissed for bad conduct 
or getting rid of bad screeners; I am 
talking about people who are leaving. 
That turnover rate, if you don’t con-
sider anything else, should tell my col-
leagues something is wrong. I believe 
what is wrong is they do not have the 
basic rights and protections other Fed-
eral workers have. 

It increases public safety by allowing 
the TSOs to go through their union to 
expose threats to aviation security 
without fear of retaliation. It addresses 
procedures for emergency and security 
situations so workers are fully aware 
of their duties in the event of an emer-
gency. 

This is a good amendment for every-
one. It puts these workers on equal 
footing with other Federal workers. It 
does not give them the right to strike. 
It does not give them the right to 
refuse to be deployed in case of an 
emergency. It does not allow them to 
negotiate for higher pay. 

I was not a Senator at the time, but 
I understand that the Department of 
Homeland Security needed the flexi-
bility to get up and running when the 
agency was first created years ago—5 
years ago; more than 5 years ago. 

But they are no longer processing 
5,000 more screener applications per 
month in order to transition from a 
private force to a Federal force. We are 
no longer scrambling to create a De-
partment of Homeland Security. We 
are now in a position to profes-
sionalize. We are now in a position to 
professionalize airport officers and give 
them basic worker protections and, as 
a result, we will have a seasoned staff 
and much better security. 
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My colleague mentioned the threat-

ened veto. That is kind of hard to fig-
ure out. It is hard to imagine that the 
President would use a veto to veto leg-
islation that is all about making our 
country safer, all of the provisions that 
this bill will contain, that will go di-
rectly to the heart of the matter of the 
safety of our Nation, that will do what 
the 9/11 Commission wanted. It is hard 
to imagine, because the President does 
not like unions, that he would threaten 
to veto this bill just because we want 
to give the same basic worker protec-
tions to the screeners at airports that 
the Border Patrol, the Capitol Police, 
and immigration officials currently 
have. 

I cannot imagine that the President 
would veto under those circumstances. 
I can’t imagine that the American pub-
lic would think that is a good use of a 
veto pen. I can’t imagine that some of 
our colleagues who think that unions 
are the enemy would use the collective 
bargaining rights—that are so limited 
in scope in this amendment—as an ex-
cuse to stop this concerted effort that 
we are all making to do what we must 
do to improve homeland security. 

If we continue to treat our TSA offi-
cers different from their colleagues in 
the Border Patrol and their colleagues 
in homeland security, we will never 
have the seasoned and professional and 
experienced staff in place as part of our 
important effort to protect the Na-
tion’s transportation system and the 
people who live and work and care 
about the United States of America. 

Mr. DEMINT. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Sure. 
Mr. DEMINT. I want to make sure I 

understand the provisions in the Sen-
ator’s amendment. I know one of them 
is TSA, in order to act quickly and 
make changes rapidly, would need to 
establish that there is an emergency. 

My question is, Would the ongoing 
global war on terror be considered an 
emergency? 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. I do not believe 
declaring that we have a problem with 
terrorism worldwide, that is a status 
quo day in and day out, would be con-
sidered a day-to-day emergency. The 
examples you used, however, of Hurri-
cane Katrina or the necessity to re-
spond in Lebanon—I think those issues 
certainly would be issues that the pro-
fessionals at TSA, the officers, would 
want to respond to quickly. 

Mr. DEMINT. I know another cri-
terion is that if they could establish 
that we have a newly imminent threat 
they could act quickly to respond and 
not go through the collective bar-
gaining process. Would al-Qaida be con-
sidered a newly imminent threat? 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. I understand the 
point my colleague is trying to make. 
I would say there are a whole lot of 
things that some are trying to put 
under the rubric of a continuing threat 
against America. There have been pro-
posals to take away some basic con-
stitutional rights. There have been pro-

posals to change the way we view some 
of the rights and privileges that Ameri-
cans have. 

I think to say that these workers 
don’t get the same benefits as the Bor-
der Patrol or Customs agents just be-
cause they are screening in airports, 
under this rubric that we have to be 
concerned about worldwide terror, is 
specious reasoning. 

Mr. DEMINT. If I could make one last 
appeal? This document is the collective 
bargaining procedures the border 
agents have for just one unit. This bill 
opens the possibility of literally hun-
dreds of unions in every airport. I ap-
peal to my colleagues. If every airport 
has to deal with separate collective 
bargaining arrangements and has to es-
tablish an emergency or imminent 
threat on every occasion, and we can 
second-guess them in Congress—and 
lawyers will—I think we need to work 
together to make sure we come to the 
best conclusion. I know the amend-
ment of the Senator is well intended. 
Hopefully we can discuss it more on 
the floor tomorrow or next week. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. I thank the Sen-
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak against the amendment 
offered by my colleague, Senator 
DEMINT, and in support of employee 
protections for Transportation Secu-
rity Officers TSOs at the Transpor-
tation Security Administration 

It is only fair to give TSOs the same 
rights and protections as other employ-
ees at the Department of Homeland Se-
curity. 

The provision in S. 4 would allow the 
President to put TSOs in the same per-
sonnel system that President Bush ar-
gued was needed for homeland security 
employees in 2002 in order to put the 
right people in the right jobs at the 
right pay—to hold employees account-
able—and to reorganize and quickly 
shift resources to meet new terrorist 
threats. 

Although DHS was authorized to 
waive certain provisions of title 5 re-
lated to pay, labor relations, and em-
ployee appeals in order to protect the 
U.S. from terrorists attacks, other em-
ployee rights and protections re-
mained—veterans preference, collec-
tive bargaining, and full whistleblower 
rights with appeal to the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board, MSPB. 

It is wrong to deny these basic rights 
and protections to TSOs—who work for 
DHS. 

Because TSOs lack employee protec-
tions, they have one of the largest at-
trition rates, one of the highest work-
ers compensation claims, and one of 
the lowest levels of morale among Fed-
eral employees. 

I recognize the efforts by TSA to ad-
dress these issues, but I firmly believe 
that the gains made by those efforts 
are only temporary if employees con-
tinually feel threatened by retaliatory 
action or that they cannot bring their 
concerns to management. 

National security is jeopardized if 
agencies charged with protecting our 
Nation continually lose trained and 
talented employees due to workplace 
injuries and a lack of employee protec-
tions—including protection against re-
taliation for blowing the whistle on se-
curity breaches. 

Moreover, the whole point of creating 
DHS was to consolidate 22 agencies 
into one entity in order to prevent and 
respond to terrorist attacks. By deny-
ing TSOs the same rights provided to 
other DHS employees, we are rein-
forcing the very stovepipes we sought 
to tear down with the Homeland Secu-
rity Act. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine is recognized. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, this is 

a very difficult issue that is now before 
the Senate. The Aviation Transpor-
tation Security Act provided TSA with 
flexibility with respect to the critical 
national security mission of TSA secu-
rity officers. These management au-
thorities allow TSA to shift resources 
and implement new procedures daily, 
in some cases hourly, to respond to 
critical intelligence and to meet an 
ever-changing airline schedule. This 
was made very clear to us in a classi-
fied briefing that I attended yesterday. 
Sometimes these situations can be 
classified as emergencies. Other times 
the day-to-day situations, such as a 
flight gets canceled, still require exten-
sive modifications that may not con-
stitute emergencies. 

I think, however, that there is a mid-
dle ground in this debate. I think we 
can find a solution, and I am working 
with Senators on both sides of the aisle 
to try to see if there is a middle 
ground. It seems to me that TSA does 
need some flexibility to allow it to ad-
just the workforce in order to provide 
additional security. That happened in 
response to the United Kingdom air 
bombing plot last summer. In that 
case, TSA changed the nature of em-
ployees’ work and even the location of 
their work to respond to that emer-
gency. 

But I see no reason TSA employees 
cannot have the protections of the 
Whistleblower Protection Act, for ex-
ample. There is no reason they should 
not have the same protections as other 
Federal employees and be brought 
under that law. 

Similarly, I think there should be 
some way for TSA employees to have 
the right to appeal adverse actions, 
such as a removal, a suspension action, 
a reduction in grade level or pay that 
has been taken away from them. I am 
still exploring this issue, but it seems 
to me that they should have the right 
to appeal adverse employment actions 
to the Merit System Protection Board. 

I know there is another one of my 
colleagues waiting to speak, so I am 
not going to go into great detail to-
night. But let me say that I do not 
think this is an all-or-nothing situa-
tion as, unfortunately, much of the de-
bate suggested tonight. I do not think 
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that we have to deny TSA employees 
whistleblower protections and the 
right to appeal adverse employment 
actions in the name of security. I think 
we can still achieve our vital security 
goals while affording TSA employees 
employment rights when an adverse ac-
tion is taken, appellate rights. I also 
believe there is absolutely no reason 
they can’t be brought under the Whis-
tleblower Protection Act. 

I ask my colleagues to take a close 
look at this issue. I think it is unfortu-
nate that the debate has been so polar-
ized on this issue and that it is being 
portrayed as whether you appreciate 
the work done by the TSO’s or whether 
you don’t appreciate it or whether you 
are pro-union or anti-union. That does 
not do justice to the debate before us. 
I believe we can come up with a middle 
ground that gives TSA the flexibility it 
truly needs to be able to change work-
ing conditions, working hours, unex-
pectedly to respond to critical intel-
ligence and new threats, or canceled 
flights for that matter, without depriv-
ing TSA employees of other rights that 
Federal employees enjoy and that they 
should enjoy, too. 

Part of the problem is—and then I 
am going to yield to my colleague who 
I see is waiting—we have not had the 
kind of thorough review of this issue 
that is needed. I hope Senator AKAKA 
and Senator VOINOVICH, who are the 
leaders on civil service issues on the 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, might hold hear-
ings to take a close look at this and to 
bring in the experts and hear from the 
employees, hear from the employees’ 
representatives, the unions, TSA; to 
have the kind of information that Kip 
Holly, the head of TSA, has provided us 
in the past few days. 

I think that while it is premature to 
do what the committee did on the spur 
of the moment, I also am not enamored 
of the idea of just striking all of that. 

I think there is a middle ground and 
with goodwill and a sincere effort we 
can find it. I hope we would avoid what 
I saw tonight—where the tree was 
filled up instantly to block alter-
natives, to block an attempt, a good- 
faith attempt to find that middle 
ground. 

I am going to keep working on that 
along with interested colleagues, and I 
hope that, in fact, maybe we can find a 
compromise that achieves our goals. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SANDERS). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 313 TO AMENDMENT NO. 275 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague from Maine. 
I have an amendment at the desk on 

behalf of myself and Senator CONRAD. I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. I call up my amend-
ment and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-

GAN], for himself and Mr. CONRAD, proposes 
an amendment numbered 313 to amendment 
No. 275. 

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require a report to Congress on 

the hunt for Osama Bin Laden, Ayman al- 
Zawahiri, and the leadership of al Qaeda) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. REPORT ON THE HUNT FOR OSAMA BIN 

LADEN, AYMAN AL-ZAWAHIRI, AND 
THE LEADERSHIP OF AL QAEDA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
every 180 days thereafter, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence and the Secretary of De-
fense jointly shall submit to Congress a re-
port describing the status of their efforts to 
capture Osama Bin Laden, Ayman al- 
Zawahiri, and the leadership of al Qaeda. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each report required by 
subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A statement whether or not the Janu-
ary 11, 2007, assessment provided by Director 
of National Intelligence John Negroponte to 
the Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
Senate that the top leadership of al Qaeda 
has a ‘‘secure hideout in Pakistan’’ was ap-
plicable during the reporting period and, if 
not, a description of the current whereabouts 
of that leadership. 

(2) A statement identifying each country 
where Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, 
and the leadership of al Qaeda are or may be 
hiding, including an assessment whether or 
not the government of each country so iden-
tified has fully cooperated in the efforts to 
capture them, and, if not, a description of 
the actions, if any, being taken or to be 
taken to obtain the full cooperation of each 
country so identified in the efforts to cap-
ture them. 

(3) A description of the additional re-
sources required to promptly capture Osama 
bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and the lead-
ership of al Qaeda. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment which is similar to one 
Senator CONRAD and I have offered pre-
viously. It deals with the issue of al- 
Qaeda and its leadership. It has been 
now 51⁄2 years since that fateful morn-
ing with the bright sunshine and the 
blue sky here in Washington, DC, when 
I was looking out the window of the 
leadership meeting which I was attend-
ing that Tuesday. We could see the 
smoke rising from the Pentagon be-
cause of the attacks. We watched on 
television the collapse of the World 
Trade towers, attacked by commercial 
airplanes being used as guided missiles 
full of fuel. None of us will ever forget 
that morning. More than 3,000 innocent 
Americans were murdered. Shortly 
after that period, we heard people 
boast about orchestrating the murder 
of those innocent Americans. Osama 
bin Laden, Mr. al-Zawahiri, his chief 
lieutenant, and al-Qaeda have boasted 
about orchestrating the attacks 
against our country that murdered in-
nocent Americans. 

The legislation before the Senate 
deals with the 9/11 Commission Report. 

That Commission did an extraordinary 
job. I appreciate Senator REID bringing 
this to the floor and the work that has 
been done by the committees. These 
are recommendations which are long 
overdue. They should have been dealt 
with previously by the Congress, but 
they have not been. 

Now we have legislation on the Sen-
ate floor, recommendations on how to 
provide for this country’s protection, 
how to provide security, how to pre-
vent another attack by al-Qaeda or 
other terrorist organizations. It is very 
important legislation. We do need to 
protect our country from attacks. But 
there is something else that is long 
overdue; that is, we have taken our eye 
off the greatest threat. That is not me 
saying so. Let me tell my colleagues 
what the greatest threat to our coun-
try is. This is testimony on January 11, 
a month and a half or so ago, before 
the Senate Select Committee on Intel-
ligence by Mr. Negroponte, who was a 
top intelligence chief. 

Here is what he said: 
Al Qaeda continues to plot attacks against 

our homeland and other targets with the ob-
jective of inflicting mass casualties. And 
they continue to maintain active connec-
tions and relationships that radiate outward 
from their leaders’ secure hideout in Paki-
stan to affiliates throughout the Middle 
East, northern Africa and Europe. 

Mr. Negroponte continued by saying: 
Al Qaeda is the terrorist organizations 

that poses the greatest threat to US inter-
ests, including to the Homeland. 

That is from the top intelligence ex-
pert in our Government. He says the 
terrorist organization that poses the 
greatest threat to U.S. interests is al- 
Qaeda; the greatest threat to our 
homeland is from al-Qaeda. He says 
they are in a secure hideout in Paki-
stan. 

Tuesday of this week, the new Direc-
tor of Intelligence, Mike McConnell, 
said almost exactly the same thing. 

We also read in the New York Times 
a week or so ago the following: 

Senior leaders of Al Qaeda operating from 
Pakistan over the past year have set up a 
band of training camps in the tribal regions 
near the Afghan border, according to Amer-
ican intelligence and counterterrorism offi-
cials. 

American officials said there was mount-
ing evidence that Osama bin Laden and his 
deputy, Ayman al-Zawahri, have been stead-
ily building an operations hub in the moun-
tainous Pakistani tribal area of North 
Waziristan. 

Now, let me go back to 4 days after 
9/11. President Bush said the following 
in an address to a joint session of Con-
gress. I was sitting near the front row. 
The President said: 

We will not only deal with those who dare 
attack America. We will deal with those who 
harbor them and feed them and house them. 

In his State of the Union Address 
several months later, he said: 

As part of our offensive against terror, we 
are also confronting the regimes that harbor 
and support terrorists. 

So the head of our intelligence serv-
ices, the Directors of Intelligence, 
know that the leadership of al-Qaeda, 
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including Osama bin Laden—or 
‘‘Osama bin Forgotten,’’ as some have 
suggested in recent years—are in a se-
cure hideaway in Pakistan. At the 
same time, we have 21,000 troops sent 
on a surge elsewhere. And so I ask: 
Why are we not making a greater effort 
to capture the leadership of the biggest 
terrorist threat to this country, as de-
scribed by the Directors of Intel-
ligence, past and current? Are they 
being harbored? 

We read that there has been an agree-
ment of sorts between the Government 
of Pakistan and al-Qaeda and those 
who harbor al-Qaeda in Pakistan. We 
know there are training organizations 
now. We see the examples of them in 
the film and video on our television 
sets, more sophisticated attacks, addi-
tional techniques about terrorist at-
tacks. 

So we offer an amendment that is 
very simple. It is an amendment that 
says: We want every 6 months from 
this administration a classified report 
to the Congress that tells us several 
things: First, where is the al-Qaeda 
leadership? If they know they are in 
Pakistan, reaffirm that. If they are not 
in Pakistan, tell us where they are, 
each country, and whether those coun-
tries are harboring these terrorists. 

Second, we deserve to know whether 
these countries in which these terror-
ists reside are helping us. Are they 
helping us bring to justice and capture 
the leadership of the greatest terrorist 
threat to our country? We deserve to 
know that. 

And third, if Osama bin Laden and 
the other top leaders are still at large, 
we need a report describing what re-
sources are needed to hunt them down 
and finally capture them. 

I don’t understand at all why year 
after year passes and those who di-
rected the attacks against this country 
that killed thousands of innocent 
Americans are not brought to justice. 

It is perfectly appropriate—in fact, it 
is essential—that we bring to the floor 
of the Senate a 9/11 Commission bill 
that helps protect this country. I com-
mend the managers of the bill for it. I 
want to be out here helping pass this 
legislation. But that is one part of pro-
viding security. 

Another part of providing security is 
to apprehend those who perpetrated 
the most aggressive attacks ever 
launched against this country. Appar-
ently, based on the testimony of the 
heads of intelligence on two occasions 
in the last month, we know where they 
are. Yet they remain at large. 

I asked a question the other day of 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of State, and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff when they testified. I 
asked the question: If we know where 
the leadership of al-Qaeda is and if this 
is the greatest threat to our country’s 
security and our homeland, then why 
on Earth, if we have soldiers to surge, 
are we not trying to apprehend and 
bring to justice the leadership of al- 
Qaeda to destroy the leadership? I was 

told: Well, we can’t just invade some 
other country to go find them. 

I thought we were getting coopera-
tion from this other country. If they 
are in Pakistan, are the Pakistanis co-
operating with us? If not, are they har-
boring al-Qaeda? If they are not har-
boring them, then how about allowing 
us to work with them to bring to jus-
tice the leadership of the organization 
that poses the most significant ter-
rorist threat to this country? When 
will that happen? 

There are some who have said Osama 
bin Laden and the leadership of al- 
Qaeda do not matter. They are dead 
wrong. I think the intelligence commu-
nity knows that. The question is, When 
will this country, with its capability, 
decide to eliminate the greatest ter-
rorist threat to America? 

Let me again quote what Mr. 
Negroponte said on January 11 of this 
year: 

Al Qaeda is the terrorist organization that 
poses the greatest threat to U.S. interests, 
including to the Homeland. 

How long will it be before this Con-
gress can expect the same aggressive 
activity against the leadership of al- 
Qaeda as President Bush decided to 
take against Saddam Hussein? Saddam 
Hussein has been executed. He is gone. 
We understand this was a brutal dic-
tator. We have unearthed mass graves 
with apparently somewhere near 400,000 
skeletons of human beings murdered by 
that dictator. But he is executed; he is 
gone. Iraq has its own Constitution. 
They have their own Government. The 
question is, Do they have the will to 
provide for their security? That is an-
other issue, and an important one. 

We have American soldiers in harm’s 
way in the middle of sectarian vio-
lence, in the middle of what clearly is 
now a civil war in Iraq. But when we 
talk about committing America’s sol-
diers for this country’s security, when 
will this President and this Congress 
decide to confront the greatest ter-
rorist threat to our country and to our 
homeland—the leadership of al-Qaeda 
in a secure hideaway in Pakistan? Four 
days after 9/11, our President said that 
those who harbor terrorists are just 
like the terrorists. So let’s decide to 
ask those in whose countries terrorists 
now reside to work with us to bring 
them to justice, to capture them, and 
to eliminate the leadership of the 
greatest terrorist threat to this coun-
try. 

My colleague, Senator CONRAD, and I 
have offered an amendment. We will 
hope it will be given a vote next week. 
It ought not be a controversial amend-
ment for anybody in this Chamber. It 
is a deep reservoir of common sense, 
for a change, for us to do what we 
ought to do, and protect this country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

strongly support the Improving Amer-
ica’s Security Act. 

The 9/11 Commission released its re-
port in July 2004. But more than 2 

years have now passed, and many of its 
recommendations still haven’t been 
implemented. The Nation remains seri-
ously unprepared for another terrorist 
strike. 

I commend Senator REID for making 
these recommendations a top priority. 
Democrats are committed to imple-
menting the Commission’s rec-
ommendations and we intend to honor 
that commitment. 

The Commission urged Congress to 
prevent further attacks by stopping 
terrorists before they reach our shores. 
This bill includes practical steps using 
technology and diplomacy to keep ter-
rorists out of the country. It provides 
greater security for the visa waiver 
program, by authorizing the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to estab-
lish a simplified online electronic visa 
application to visitors before they 
enter the United States. It also im-
proves the reporting of lost and stolen 
passports and the exchange of informa-
tion about prospective visitors who 
may be a security threat. The visa 
waiver program is worthwhile, but we 
need to make it as secure as possible. 

I commend the committee for includ-
ing in the bill an amendment granting 
collective bargaining and appeal rights 
to Transportation Security Adminis-
tration officers. These men and women 
are on the frontlines of our effort to 
keep America safe. But for years, they 
have been treated as second-class citi-
zens, lacking basic workplace rights. 
The agency has higher injury and attri-
tion rates than any other Federal agen-
cy. It is vital to our national security 
to minimize turnover in this important 
profession and give these workers a 
voice on the job to speak out on safety 
issues without fear of reprisal or retal-
iation. Granting them these funda-
mental rights will stabilize this essen-
tial workforce, increase its morale, and 
improve our national security. 

In addition, the bill establishes a 
dedicated funding stream to promote 
communications interoperability. This 
was one of the hard lessons we learned 
on 9/11 and also during Katrina. The 
lack of funding for interoperable com-
munications is one of the highest con-
cerns I hear from first responders in 
Massachusetts. They shouldn’t have to 
rely on uncertain funding from the 
overburdened and underfunded FIRE 
grants program to achieve such com-
munications. The committee correctly 
recognized that this is a national goal 
and it has proposed a $3.3 billion grant 
program over 5 years to achieve it. 

This bill makes real progress in an-
other key area that the Commission 
identified for improvement: intel-
ligence sharing at all levels of Govern-
ment, in order to disrupt terrorist net-
works before their plan is carried out. 
Information sharing is vital so that an-
alysts have all available information 
to ‘‘connect the dots’’ before an attack 
is launched. The bill orders a homeland 
security advisory system to alert State 
and local governments about threats, 
and authorizes a training program for 
State and local law enforcement in 
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handling intelligence. It also estab-
lishes homeland security fusion centers 
to bring Federal, State and local anti-
terrorism efforts under the same roof 
and promote further information shar-
ing. 

The bill makes progress in other 
areas identified by the 9/11 Commission 
as needing improvement. It provides 
support to State and local governments 
to establish incident command stations 
to coordinate response efforts during a 
terrorist attack or other disasters. It 
calls for a national strategy for trans-
portation security to provide transit 
system operators with guidance to pro-
tect passengers and infrastructure. It 
calls on the Department of Homeland 
Security to make annual risk assess-
ments of critical infrastructure, and to 
make recommendations for hardening 
those targets and putting other coun-
termeasures in place. 

The bill also strengthens the Privacy 
and Civil Liberties Board in significant 
ways. It requires Senate confirmation 
of all of its members and ensures that 
no more than three members will be of 
the same party. Importantly, it re-
quires that the Board expand its public 
activities, which will allow for greater 
accountability. It also gives the Board 
authority to request that the Attorney 
General issue a subpoena and requires 
that the Attorney General notify Con-
gress if he does not do so. Finally, it 
includes a $30 million authorization 
over the next 4 years to ensure that it 
has the resources to carry out its im-
portant responsibilities. 

In some areas, the bill could be im-
proved. The 9/11 Commission rec-
ommended that homeland security 
funds be allocated strictly on the basis 
of risk. While all States may bear some 
degree of risk, our experience on 9/11 
suggests that terrorists are most likely 
to target areas that will produce the 
greatest loss of life or property or na-
tional symbols. The bill improves on 
current law in allocating resources 
under the largest of the homeland secu-
rity grant programs—-the State home-
land security grants. Currently, each 
State is guaranteed at least three- 
quarters of 1 percent of the total appro-
priated for the program. That may 
seem like a relatively modest amount, 
but when you multiply it 50 times, it 
represents nearly 40 percent of the 
total appropriation. The bill lowers the 
minimum guarantee to 0.45 percent, al-
lowing more of the overall sum to be 
allocated based purely on actual risk. 
The House bill lowers that amount 
even further to one-quarter of 1 per-
cent. The issue is how best to allocate 
these limited resources, and I believe 
the House funding formula more faith-
fully reflects the 9/11 Commission’s rec-
ommendation and is the wisest use of 
limited resources. 

On the bill’s proposal for a National 
Bioterrorism Integration Center, I 
agree that the Nation must be able to 
rapidly identify and localize biological 
threats, but I am concerned that this 
new system will duplicate existing dis-

ease monitoring systems. I appreciate 
the chairman’s willingness to work out 
ways to minimize duplication and 
allow a flow of information between 
the new system proposed in the bill and 
existing disease monitoring systems. 

One issue not addressed in this legis-
lation is the health needs of first re-
sponders, volunteers, and residents of 
New York City harmed by the 9/11 ter-
rorist attacks. On that day, valiant po-
lice officers, firefighters and health 
care workers rushed to the site, and 
many lost their lives. Many others 
today are sick, and growing sicker, be-
cause of their heroism. Tens of thou-
sands of others who worked to clean up 
and rebuild downtown Manhattan were 
also exposed to a toxic mix of dust and 
chemicals whose effects are just begin-
ning to be understood. This is an issue 
we will be taking up in the coming 
weeks in the HELP Committee, with 
the leadership of Senator CLINTON, and 
I hope we can work together to enact 
legislation to help these brave men and 
women and their families as soon as 
possible. 

Again, I commend the committee for 
proposing this needed bipartisan bill. 

We also owe an immense debt to the 
members of the 9/11 Commission, espe-
cially Chairman Tom Kean and Vice 
Chairman Lee Hamilton, for never re-
lenting in their mission to see that 
their recommendations are imple-
mented to protect the Nation from fu-
ture terrorist attacks. I have no doubt 
that their persistence is in no small 
part the reason this bill is being acted 
on today. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, for the 

information of our colleagues, I know 
the distinguished assistant leader is 
going to be making comments shortly 
about the schedule tomorrow, but it 
appears there may be two rollcall 
votes. It is still being negotiated as to 
exactly what they are going to be on. 
It looks as if they may be on amend-
ments offered by Senators SALAZAR and 
SUNUNU. 

I want, for the record, to state those 
amendments are acceptable on this 
side of the aisle. I was prepared to ac-
cept them without the need for a roll-
call vote, but at this point it is my un-
derstanding that rollcalls are likely for 
tomorrow. I am sure we will hear 
shortly from the leaders on that. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleague 
for allowing me to precede him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I will 
speak to the schedule and adjournment 

in just a moment, but before that I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized to 
speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

DARFUR 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I come 
again to the floor this evening to speak 
about Darfur in Sudan. Most Ameri-
cans are now familiar with what is 
going on in this remote part of our 
world. 

Hundreds of thousands of people have 
died. Two million have been forced to 
flee their homes and still cannot re-
turn. Humanitarian workers have been 
raped, beaten, arrested, and killed. 

This is genocide. That is a word we 
should use with the utmost caution. If 
we misuse the term, we diminish it; we 
dilute its power. But if we fail to use 
the word or if we use it and fail to act, 
then that is even worse. 

The entire world has allowed Darfur 
to happen. Now it is up to every one of 
us to stop it. Those of us who have the 
privilege of being elected to office have 
a higher responsibility than most. We 
sought out these positions, and we 
must assume the duties that come with 
them. 

There are few duties more funda-
mental than the obligation to save in-
nocent men, women, and children from 
slaughter. 

This week, Luis Moren-Ocampo, the 
International Criminal Court’s pros-
ecutor, presented evidence on the mass 
murder in Darfur to the judges of the 
International Criminal Court. This evi-
dence focuses on two individuals as 
helping to lead and coordinate this 
campaign of violence. 

The first individual named by Mr. 
Ocampo is Ahmad Muhammad Harun, 
former state minister of the interior, 
and now a state minister for humani-
tarian affairs for the Government of 
Sudan. State minister for humani-
tarian affairs—it is hard to even speak 
those words. 

From 2003 to 2005, Harun was respon-
sible for the ‘‘Darfur security desk’’ in 
the Sudanese Government. His most 
important task was the recruitment of 
janjaweed militias. He recruited them, 
as Prosecutor Ocampo points out, with 
the full knowledge that the janjaweed 
militia members he was recruiting 
‘‘would commit crimes against human-
ity and war crimes against the civilian 
population of Darfur.’’ 

That was, in fact, the point of his re-
cruitment effort. 

The second individual named in the 
prosecutor’s presentation of evidence 
to the court is Ali Abd-al-Rahman, also 
known as Ali Kushayb. 

Ali Kushayb is a janjaweed com-
mander who personally led attacks on 
villagers, just as the Sudanese Govern-
ment intended. 

This was part of a coordinated strat-
egy of the Sudanese Government to 
achieve victory over rebels not by con-
fronting the rebels but by attacking 
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the civilian populations around them, 
by destroying entire villages and driv-
ing out or killing every inhabitant. 

Let me read a short section of Mr. 
Ocampo’s document to illustrate the 
crimes these two men helped coordi-
nate and lead. It is graphic and horri-
fying. This is what they wrote: 

During the attack on [the village of] 
Bindisi on or about 15 August 2003, Ali 
Kushayb was present wearing military uni-
form and he was issuing orders to the Mili-
tia/Janjaweed. Ground forces were shooting 
at civilians and burning huts. The attacking 
forces pillaged and burned dwellings, prop-
erties and shops. The attack on Bindisi 
lasted for approximately five days and re-
sulted in the destruction of most of the town 
and the death of more than 100 civilians, in-
cluding 30 children. 

In Arawala, in December 2003, Ali Kushayb 
personally inspected a group of naked women 
before they were raped by men under his 
command. A witness said she and the other 
women were tied to trees with their legs 
apart and continually raped. 

In or around March 2004, Ali Kushayb per-
sonally participated in the execution of at 
least 32 men from Mukjar. The evidence 
shows Ali Kushayb standing near the en-
trance of the prison and hitting these men as 
they filed past and into Land Cruisers. The 
vehicles left with Ali Kushayb in one of 
them. About fifteen minutes later, gunshots 
were heard and the next day 32 dead bodies 
were found in the bushes. 

The Application [which is the term for 
Ocampo’s presentation of evidence] alleges 
that Ahmad Harun and Ali Kushayb bear 
criminal responsibility in relation to 51 
counts of war crimes and crimes against hu-
manity including: rape; murder; persecution; 
torture; forcible transfer; destruction of 
property; pillaging; inhumane acts; outrage 
upon personal dignity; attacks against the 
civilian population; and unlawful imprison-
ment or severe deprivation of liberty. 

Many can ask, why, when hundreds of 
thousands of people have died and mil-
lions have suffered, why just single out 
these two men? What does this presen-
tation of evidence to a court sitting in 
the Hague in Europe accomplish? Why 
single them out? Because that is where 
you start and because this submission 
by the prosecutor illustrates a direct 
chain of command from the janjaweed, 
who rode into the villages on horse-
back to rape, murder, and plunder, to 
the official government in Khartoum 
that orchestrated these atrocities. 

It is an act of accountability, when 
up to now there has been none. But it 
is not enough. 

The International Criminal Court has 
issued summonses for the two men 
named by Mr. Ocampo. If they do not 
appear, it must issue arrest warrants. 
If the Sudanese Government does not 
turn them over, then the United Na-
tions Security Council must act. 

But this is about far more than two 
individuals. It is time for the United 
States of America to lead. Here in Con-
gress, we have been told that progress 
is being made. I do not see it at all. We 
have been told that we cannot push 
harder at the United Nations because 
the Chinese may veto any resolution 
we put forward. 

I have a simple proposition. Let’s put 
this matter before the U.N. Security 

Council. Let’s let the American rep-
resentative—our Ambassador—to the 
United Nations vote in accordance with 
our finding that a genocide is taking 
place. Let’s let every civilized nation 
in the world know where we stand. And 
let’s ask them on the record where 
they stand. 

If any country—China or any other— 
wants to step up and say we should 
take no action to stop this genocide, so 
be it. Let the record of history show 
where they stand as this genocide 
unfolds. 

Congress has passed many bills giv-
ing the administration additional sanc-
tions they can presently use as tools by 
the United States to stop this geno-
cide. 

On two different occasions, I have 
spoken directly and personally with 
the President about Darfur. I feel very 
intensely about it. I have said on the 
floor before—and I think it bears re-
peating—as a student in this city at 
Georgetown University, I had a famous 
professor named Jan Karski. He was in 
the Polish Underground during World 
War II and came to the United States 
to try to alert them to the evidence 
that he had accumulated about the 
Holocaust that was taking place. He 
was a man who spoke broken English, 
but he was on a mission, looking for 
anyone who would listen to him, pray-
ing that the United States, that he 
heard so much about, would step for-
ward and do something to stop this 
Holocaust. He met with a few individ-
uals. He did not get to the highest lev-
els of our Government and left in frus-
tration, having accomplished very lit-
tle. 

Some 25 or 30 years later, Dr. Karski 
was a professor at my university. I re-
member when he told that story, I 
thought to myself: How could this hap-
pen? How could 6 million people die and 
no one do anything about it? He tried. 
At least he tried. But what about ev-
eryone else? I did not understand it. 
But now I do. I do because I have 
watched what has happened in Darfur 
since the genocide was declared. The 
honest answer is: Almost nothing. And 
the honest answer is: The United 
States of America has done almost 
nothing. 

I have asked the President directly, I 
have spoken to Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice, and I have spoken to 
all who will listen, begging them to do 
something, something to respond to 
this declared genocide. 

Special Envoy Andrew Natsios said 
that come January 1, the United States 
would exercise sanctions if Sudan did 
not agree to a joint African Union- 
United Nations peacekeeping mission. 

Well, January 1 came and went and 
no mission was allowed. There is no 
joint peacekeeping mission in the 
Sudan today, and it is March 1. 

I believe we should use every eco-
nomic and diplomatic tool at our dis-
posal. We should implement additional 
sanctions immediately. But, more im-
portantly, we must convince other 

countries and the United Nations to do 
the same. And it starts with us person-
ally, divesting ourselves of those busi-
nesses that are doing business in 
Sudan. 

I made this speech and put out a 
press release a month or two ago, and 
some enterprising reporter went 
through the 5 or 10 mutual funds my 
wife and I owned and spotted one that 
had an investment in PetroChina. 
PetroChina is the Chinese oil company 
in the Sudan. He identified that mu-
tual fund, and I sold it immediately. I 
was not embarrassed because you can-
not really keep up with a mutual fund 
and everything they own. But I knew I 
had an obligation to do something once 
I was advised. It wasn’t that difficult 
for my family. Certainly it didn’t dam-
age my portfolio, as modest as it may 
be. But I ask everyone, if you seriously 
believe that the genocide in Darfur 
must end, start by seeing what you can 
do personally. Every American should 
ask if their investments are going to 
support the Government of Sudan. 
Every mutual fund director should ask 
the same thing. I have written to every 
college and university in my State ask-
ing them to divest of investments in 
Sudan until the genocide in Darfur 
ends. Unilateral sanctions by the 
United States are important, but mul-
tilateral sanctions imposed by the 
United Nations can make a difference. 
Genocide occurs because the world al-
lows it to occur. It is time to prove 
that the 21st century will be different. 

Mr. President, just a few days ago— 
in fact, just yesterday—in the Wash-
ington Post, a woman who is well 
known to many, Angelina Jolie, pub-
lished an article about the situation in 
Darfur. It is entitled ‘‘Justice for 
Darfur.’’ Ms. Jolie, who is well known 
to all of us, is a comely actress whom 
I had a chance to meet a year or two 
ago when she came to town in her ca-
pacity as goodwill ambassador for the 
United Nations High Commission for 
Refugees. She has certainly proven her 
skill as an actor, and I think she has 
demonstrated that her caring for peo-
ple around the world is genuine. The 
article she wrote in the Washington 
Post is one that, at the end of my 
statement, I will ask to have printed in 
the RECORD so that it is an official part 
of our Senate proceedings. She is in 
Bahai, Chad. She says in this article 
‘‘Justice for Darfur’’ the following: 

Sticking to this side of the Sudanese bor-
der is supposed to keep me safe. 

Ms. Jolie writes: 
By every measure—killings, rapes, the 

burning and looting of villages—the violence 
in Darfur has increased since my last visit in 
2004. The death toll has passed 200,000; in 4 
years of fighting, Janjaweed militia mem-
bers have driven 2.5 million people from 
their homes, including the 26,000 refugees 
crowded into Oure Cassoni. 

She talks about accountability. In 
this article, she says: 

Accountability is a powerful force. It has 
the potential to change behavior—to check 
aggression by those who are used to acting 
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with impunity. Luis Moreno-Ocampo, chief 
prosecutor of the International Criminal 
Court, has said that genocide is not a crime 
of passion, it is a calculated offense. He’s 
right. When crimes against humanity are 
punished consistently and severely, the kill-
ers’ calculus will change. 

Mr. President, she concludes by say-
ing: 

In my 5 years with the United Nations 
High Commission for Refugees, I have visited 
more than 20 refugee camps in Sierra Leone, 
Congo, Kosovo and elsewhere. I have met 
families uprooted by conflict and lobbied 
governments to help them. Years later, I 
have found myself at the same camps, hear-
ing the same stories and seeing the same 
lack of clean water, medicine, security and 
hope. 

It has become clear to me that there will 
be no enduring peace without justice. His-
tory shows that there will be another Darfur, 
another exodus, in a vicious cycle of blood-
shed and retribution. But an international 
court finally exists. It will be as strong as 
the support we give it. This might be the mo-
ment we stop the cycle of violence and end 
our tolerance for crimes against humanity. 

What the worst people in the world fear 
most is justice. That’s what we should de-
liver. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from the Wash-
ington Post be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Washingtonpost.com, Feb. 28, 2007] 
JUSTICE FOR DARFUR 
(By Angelina Jolie) 

BAHAI, CHAD.—Here, at this refugee camp 
on the border of Sudan, nothing separates us 
from Darfur but a small stretch of desert and 
a line on a map. All the same, it’s a line I 
can’t cross. As a representative of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, I 
have traveled into Darfur before, and I had 
hoped to return. But the UNHCR has told me 
that this camp, Oure Cassoni, is as close as 
I can get. 

Sticking to this side of the Sudanese bor-
der is supposed to keep me safe. By every 
measure—killings, rapes, the burning and 
looting of villages—the violence in Darfur 
has increased since my last visit, in 2004. The 
death toll has passed 200,000; in four years of 
fighting, Janjaweed militia members have 
driven 2.5 million people from their homes, 
including the 26,000 refugees crowded into 
Oure Cassoni. 

Attacks on aid workers are rising, another 
reason I was told to stay out of Darfur. By 
drawing attention to their heroic work— 
their efforts to keep refugees alive, to keep 
camps like this one from being consumed by 
chaos and fear—I would put them at greater 
risk. 

I’ve seen how aid workers and nongovern-
mental organizations make a difference to 
people struggling for survival. I can see on 
workers’ faces the toll their efforts have 
taken. Sitting among them, I’m amazed by 
their bravery and resilience. But humani-
tarian relief alone will never be enough. 

Until the killers and their sponsors are 
prosecuted and punished, violence will con-
tinue on a massive scale. Ending it may well 
require military action. But accountability 
can also come from international tribunals, 
measuring the perpetrators against inter-
national standards of justice. 

Accountability is a powerful force. It has 
the potential to change behavior—to check 
aggression by those who are used to acting 
with impunity. Luis Moreno-Ocampo, chief 

prosecutor of the International Criminal 
Court (ICC), has said that genocide is not a 
crime of passion; it is a calculated offense. 
He’s right. When crimes against humanity 
are punished consistently and severely, the 
killers’ calculus will change. 

On Monday I asked a group of refugees 
about their needs. Better tents, said one; 
better access to medical facilities, said an-
other. Then a teenage boy raised his hand 
and said, with powerful simplicity, ‘‘Nous 
voulons une épreuve.’’ We want a trial. He is 
why I am encouraged by the ICC’s announce-
ment yesterday that it will prosecute a 
former Sudanese minister of state and a 
Janjaweed leader on charges of crimes 
against humanity. 

Some critics of the ICC have said indict-
ments could make the situation worse. The 
threat of prosecution gives the accused a 
reason to keep fighting, they argue. Suda-
nese officials have echoed this argument, 
saying that the ICC’s involvement, and the 
implication of their own eventual prosecu-
tion, is why they have refused to allow U.N. 
peacekeepers into Darfur. 

It is not clear, though, why we should take 
Khartoum at its word. And the notion that 
the threat of ICC indictments has somehow 
exacerbated the problem doesn’t make sense, 
given the history of the conflict. Khartoum’s 
claims aside, would we in America ever ac-
cept the logic that we shouldn’t prosecute 
murderers because the threat of prosecution 
might provoke them to continue killing? 

When I was in Chad in June 2004, refugees 
told me about systematic attacks on their 
villages. It was estimated then that more 
than 1,000 people were dying each week. 

In October 2004 I visited West Darfur, 
where I heard horrific stories, including ac-
counts of gang-rapes of mothers and their 
children. By that time, the UNHCR esti-
mated, 1.6 million people had been displaced 
in the three provinces of Darfur and 200,000 
others had fled to Chad. 

It wasn’t until June 2005 that the ICC 
began to investigate. By then the campaign 
of violence was well underway. 

As the prosecutions unfold, I hope the 
international community will intervene, 
right away, to protect the people of Darfur 
and prevent further violence. The refugees 
don’t need more resolutions or statements of 
concern. They need follow-through on past 
promises of action. 

There has been a groundswell of public sup-
port for action. People may disagree on how 
to intervene—airstrikes, sending troops, 
sanctions, divestment—but we all should 
agree that the slaughter must be stopped and 
the perpetrators brought to justice. 

In my five years with UNHCR, I have vis-
ited more than 20 refugee camps in Sierra 
Leone, Congo, Kosovo and elsewhere. I have 
met families uprooted by conflict and lob-
bied governments to help them. Years later, 
I have found myself at the same camps, hear-
ing the same stories and seeing the same 
lack of clean water, medicine, security and 
hope. 

It has become clear to me that there will 
be no enduring peace without justice. His-
tory shows that there will be another Darfur, 
another exodus, in a vicious cycle of blood-
shed and retribution. But an international 
court finally exists. It will be as strong as 
the support we give it. This might be the mo-
ment we stop the cycle of violence and end 
our tolerance for crimes against humanity. 

What the worst people in the world fear 
most is justice. That’s what we should de-
liver. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I con-
clude by saying that the subcommittee 
which I chair of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, the Human Rights Sub-

committee, had a hearing several 
weeks ago on genocide in Darfur. We 
are preparing legislation as a result of 
that hearing to authorize State and 
local governments and others to divest 
of investments in Sudan and businesses 
that are doing business in Sudan and 
furthermore to extend the authority of 
the U.S. Department of Justice to pros-
ecute those whom we find guilty of 
genocide in foreign lands. That author-
ity currently exists for those whom we 
accuse and wish to prosecute for tor-
ture; the same thing should apply to 
crimes of genocide. 

Those two legislative changes may 
help, but in the meantime it is time for 
our Government to help. I commended 
the Bush administration 4 years ago 
when they finally used the word ‘‘geno-
cide’’ as it related to Darfur. I thanked 
then-Secretary of State Colin Powell 
for his courage in using that word. I 
said the same to Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice. But, having said 
that, we must understand that if we 
use the word and fail to act, what does 
it say of us? If we acknowledge that a 
genocide is taking place and do noth-
ing, what does it say of America? 

We have the power to do things, to 
change this. It will take political cour-
age, not only in the White House but 
here in Congress. History will write in 
years to come whether we acted or not, 
as it is written about the lack of re-
sponse to the Holocaust. I sincerely 
hope history will judge us late to the 
cause but rising with a sense of justice 
that is necessary to end this terrible 
killing. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ARCHIE GALLOWAY 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
would like to take a personal moment 
to express my deepest gratitude and 
bid farewell to my senior defense pol-
icy analyst, Archie Galloway. 

For the past 10 years, Archie has 
dedicated his time, energy and skill to 
assisting me but more importantly to 
assisting America and the citizens of 
Alabama. He has been a friend and an 
asset to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, and his performance stands 
as a tribute to the professionalism of 
our military community. Archie leaves 
us to join the private sector, but our 
Nation will continue to benefit from 
his many contributions for many 
years. 

I congratulate Arch on his bright fu-
ture but with a heavy heart. His expe-
rience as a battle-tested Army officer, 
Ranger, and 101st Airborne Screaming 
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Eagle, combined with his in-depth 
knowledge of the workings of Capitol 
Hill, cannot be matched. Upon joining 
my team, he quickly became a pillar in 
my office. His undeniable work ethic 
and his unwavering dedication to our 
country and to my State of Alabama 
were a great example to his fellow 
staffers. 

As my senior defense policy analyst, 
I have relied on Archie’s experience 
and sound judgment. In the last 10 
years, he has been instrumental in the 
passage of key legislation, such as the 
HEROES Act that Senator LIEBERMAN 
and I cosponsored—I believe the Sen-
ator was here a moment ago—that dou-
bled the death benefits provided to the 
families of those who lost a service-
member in combat. Alabama’s success 
in the recent Base Realignment and 
Closure round reflected so much of his 
hard work. The footprints of his dedi-
cation to the needs of this Nation and 
to the State of Alabama are deep and 
permanent as he moves on to his next 
journey in life. 

I would be remiss if I did not mention 
the other half of the Galloway team. 
Archie’s wife Carol is a tremendous 
contributor to his success. We will al-
ways be impressed by the strength of 
their partnership and the heart and 
soul they put into everything they do 
together. 

On behalf of myself, my staff, and the 
people of Alabama, the military com-
munity, the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, and the entire country, 
may I say thank you to Colonel Archie 
Galloway. 

During these 10 years, Archie has 
won the admiration and respect of ev-
eryone he has worked with. Many have 
sent their regards, so I thought I would 
quote a few. 

Charlie Able, former Under Secretary 
of Defense for Personnel and Readiness 
and the former Armed Services Com-
mittee staff director had this to say: 

Archie is a professional soldier and a dedi-
cated Senate staffer who cares deeply about 
soldiers and their families. It’s equally im-
portant to recognize his wife Carol for her 
dedication and service. This partnership is 
truly their best asset. 

Les Brownlee, the former Senate 
Armed Services Committee staff direc-
tor and Under Secretary of the Army 
had this to say: 

Archie wore the uniform of a soldier and 
brought all of that wonderful experience to 
the U.S. Senate, where it has been invaluable 
to Senator Sessions, the Army, and the Na-
tion. 

Here are the words of General Cody, 
Vice Chief of Staff of the United States 
Army: 

Archie Galloway is a patriot in every sense 
of the word. His commitment to this Nation 
and the Army has not faltered through 40 
years of service. In and out of uniform, Ar-
chie has dedicated his life to taking care of 
the soldiers that defend our freedoms. Al-
though Arch will be missed, he can take 
great pride in knowing the indelible impact 
he has made will continue to save lives, 
strengthen our national security, and pro-
tect the liberties from which we all benefit. 

Thank you for your service Arch, Army 
Strong! 

Dick Walsh, senior member of the 
Armed Services Committee, writes on 
behalf of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and their team: 

There aren’t many people working on Cap-
itol Hill these days who have served in the 
Armed Forces, and among those, there are 
even fewer who—like Arch Galloway—served 
over 20 years on active duty, commanded 
troops, and achieved the rank of Colonel in 
the United States Army. We have been fortu-
nate to have Arch working issues in support 
of Senator Sessions on behalf of soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines and working for 
the people of our country. Whether he 
learned it from his parents or whether he 
learned it in the Army, Archie brought the 
qualities of common sense, good judgment, 
commitment to duty, honor, and country, 
wisdom and an inherent understanding of 
how to get things done the right way in the 
U.S. Senate. Archie helped us all see each 
day that the Army is an institution we all 
have to listen to, support, and advocate for. 
Any outfit that keeps someone like Arch for 
a career and then hands him off to more pub-
lic service is doing something right. No one 
was able to send a message of appreciation 
and thanks for support and a job well done 
with a plate of delicious cookies better than 
Archie Galloway, and we thank Carol Gallo-
way for her contributions as Archie’s G4 to 
committee morale. Archie like few others 
understands the ‘‘force multiplier’’ effect of 
baked goods. All part of being a great leader. 
The staff of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee relies greatly on the military legisla-
tive assistants who work for our Senators 
and those who have the kind of experience 
and qualities that Arch possesses represent a 
tremendous resource. They are full partners 
with the committee staff. We are sad to see 
Archie leave, and he will be missed, but we 
are very grateful for his friendship and serv-
ice. 

Rob Soofer, the chief staffer for the 
minority side on the Strategic Forces 
Subcommittee says: 

Most legislative assistants view their pri-
mary responsibility as supporting the Sen-
ator’s interests in the State. While Archie 
was indeed a forceful advocate for defense in-
terests in Alabama, he never lost sight of the 
broader national security interests and the 
role Senator Sessions played as chairman of 
the Strategic Forces Subcommittee. As the 
liaison between the committee staff and the 
Senator, he made sure the Senator was pre-
pared to chair subcommittee hearings and 
address critical strategic force issues during 
the preparation and passage of the National 
Defense Authorization Act. 

John Little, now the chief of staff for 
Senator MARTINEZ, a former staffer in 
my office, said this: 

I cannot say enough about Archie Gallo-
way. It was my honor to work with him for 
8 years. I have never worked with someone 
who is more honest, sincere and dedicated. 
As a native of Alabama, I know how much he 
has done for my State. America is truly 
stronger for his service to our Nation. I wish 
him and Carol much happiness and the best 
of luck as he embarks on his new profes-
sional career. I am very glad that I can call 
him my friend. 

Here are some comments from those 
with whom he has worked. Rick Dear-
born, the Chief of Staff in my office, 
says: 

If James Brown was known as the hardest 
working man in show business, Arch Gallo-

way should be known as the ‘‘hardest work-
ing military legislative assistant on the 
Hill.’’ The focus that Arch has placed on men 
and women in uniform over 10 years, particu-
larly those who served in the State of Ala-
bama, was a tribute to his country and the 
man who represents them. I know of no one 
who has worked harder, put in more hours, 
more thought and sweat than Archie Gallo-
way on behalf of the men and women in uni-
form and in the name of national security. 

Major Shannon Sentell, former mili-
tary fellow in my office, back now on 
active duty, said: 

Be it the soldier in the field, the con-
stituent in need of assistance, or the numer-
ous relationships he has on the Hill, Archie 
Galloway always gave 110 percent in making 
sure the welfare of those individuals and 
groups was taken care of. His untiring ef-
forts and tenacious attitude made Arch the 
‘‘go-to’’ man when a lot of heavy lifting was 
needed. On a personal note, I refer to him as 
my colleague, my mentor, but most of all, 
my friend. Thank you, Arch, for what you do 
on a daily basis. You have made an incred-
ible difference in so many lives. You will be 
sorely missed. 

Meagan Myers, who now works under 
Colonel Galloway on my staff, said 
this: 

Though he would never admit it, Arch is 
my father figure in Washington, D.C. I have 
truly never learned so much about life from 
one individual. To call him my mentor would 
be an understatement at best. Although I 
will miss Arch in the office, I look forward to 
his success in the private sector. 

Watson Donald, who also worked 
under Archie Galloway and is now the 
military legislative assistant for Con-
gressman JO BONNER, said: 

Archie Galloway is one of the most dedi-
cated, hard-working, loyal, intelligent peo-
ple I know. His decade-long service to Ala-
bama has been invaluable and I know our en-
tire congressional delegation will miss his 
defense-related expertise. Having worked for 
him personally for 3 years, I am proud to 
have him not only as a professional mentor, 
but as a friend. 

Leroy Nix, who also worked under 
Arch and is now in law school said: 

I would simply like to express my grati-
tude to Colonel Galloway for his tireless 
commitment to excellence and the service of 
the people of Alabama and this Nation. Hav-
ing worked with Arch in Senator Sessions’ 
office for the better part of 3 years, I had the 
luxury of learning from him, not just the 
finer points of professionalism and personal 
development, but also those things that I 
feel will continue to influence the man I am 
and the man I strive to be. My only hope is 
that more people, young and old, could have 
such a fine teacher, mentor, and most impor-
tantly, friend. 

John Muller, current military fellow 
and major in the Army says: 

Archie is a true patriot and a great men-
tor. He shows you the way and gives you the 
freedom to work the issues, but he will not 
let you fail. 

Stephen Boyd—LA, SESSIONS staffer 
said: 

I’ve had the very good fortune to work 
about 10 feet from Arch Galloway, day in and 
day out, for several years now. It’s given me 
a deep respect for all he has done behind the 
scenes for Senator Sessions and for the State 
of Alabama. When I came to Washington 
fresh from law school, I was long on eager-
ness but short on experience. It didn’t take 
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me long to realize that Arch Galloway, more 
than any other, knew exactly what he was 
doing in this town. I decided early on to use 
Arch’s attitude, style, and work ethic as a 
model for my own, and I think that is one of 
the best decisions I have ever made. His 
guidance has never let me down. 

Mike Brumas, press secretary, Sen-
ator SESSIONS, said: 

the use of use of superlatives is all too 
common these days. But someone trying to 
describe Arch Galloway’s 10-year tenure on 
Capitol Hill is forced to reach for the highest 
of accolades—best, brightest, consummate 
professional, hardest worker. Arch Galloway 
brought the can-do spirit of a distinguished 
military career to Senator Sessions’s office, 
and we all benefited by his example. He will 
be hard to replace and is already missed. 

Madam President, I have had the op-
portunity to travel to Iraq on more 
than one occasion with Colonel Gallo-
way. He is more than an employee in 
my office. He is a friend and a partner 
in service to our country. His career 
was exceptional in the Army on active 
duty. His service in my office has been 
exceptional. No one on the Hill, I 
think, is more respected than Archie 
Galloway for his hard work and profes-
sionalism. I am going to miss him. Our 
country is going to miss him. 

I don’t do this often, but I think on 
very special occasions, those who serve 
this Senate exceedingly well deserve a 
few moments of mention. I think it is 
true for Archie Galloway. I think all of 
us appreciate our staff members. So 
many serve in so many superb ways, 
but I have to tell my colleagues, this 
one was special. I am really going to 
miss him. I wish he and Carol every 
success. He has been a partner, a 
friend, and a patriot in his service to 
America. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I wish to very briefly thank Senator 
SESSIONS for his tribute to Archie Gal-
loway. I had the privilege to work with 
Arch and traveled with him at least a 
couple of times. He is a patriot. He 
served his country in many different 
roles, including the last period of time 
working with Senator SESSIONS, to the 
benefit of the Senate and his country. 
I wish him the best in the years ahead, 
and I look forward to continuing our 
friendship. 

f 

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
wish to take a moment, as they are 
talking about the way to proceed fur-
ther, to read a letter I have read every 
year since I have been in the Senate on 
or around March 2, which is Texas 
Independence Day. Today is the 171st 
anniversary of the signing of the Texas 
Declaration of Independence. This is a 
document that declares that Texas 
would be a free and independent repub-
lic. This is a tradition that was started 
by my colleague, Senator John Tower. 
It is a most historic time for Texas be-

cause we celebrate Texas Independence 
Day every year because we know that 
fighting for freedom has made a dif-
ference in what our State has become. 
We love our history. We were a republic 
for 10 years, and then we came into the 
United States as a State. 

The defense of the Alamo by 189 cou-
rageous men, who were outnumbered 10 
to 1, was a key battle in the Texas Rev-
olution. The sacrifice of Colonel Wil-
liam Barret Travis and his men made 
possible General Sam Houston’s ulti-
mate victory at San Jacinto, which se-
cured independence for Texas. Sam 
Houston and Thomas Rusk, who was 
the Secretary of War for the Republic 
of Texas, were the first two United 
States Senators to serve from the 
State of Texas. 

I will read the letter that was sent by 
William Barret Travis from the Alamo, 
asking for arms. 

Fellow citizens and compatriots: I am be-
sieged by a thousand or more of the Mexi-
cans under Santa Anna—I have sustained a 
continual bombardment and cannonade for 
24 hours and have not lost a man—the enemy 
has demanded a surrender at discretion, oth-
erwise, the garrison is to be put to the sword, 
if the fort is taken—I have answered the de-
mands with a cannon shot, and our flag still 
waves proudly from the wall—I shall never 
surrender or retreat. 

Then, I call on you in the name of liberty, 
of patriotism and of everything dear to the 
American character, to come to our aid, with 
all dispatch. The enemy is receiving rein-
forcements daily and will no doubt increase 
to three or four thousand in four or five 
days. If this call is neglected, I am deter-
mined to sustain myself as long as possible 
and die like a soldier who never forgets what 
is due to his own honor and that of his coun-
try—Victory or Death. 

WILLIAM BARRET TRAVIS, 
Lt. Col., Commander. 

As everyone knows that battle did 
continue. Colonel Travis did not re-
ceive any help, but it was the delay of 
those brave soldiers, numbering under 
200, that allowed Sam Houston to rein-
force his own army and take a stand at 
the battle of San Jacinto that hap-
pened April 21 of that year and did, in 
fact, determine that Texas would be-
come an independent republic. 

f 

TAX RELIEF 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to discuss the tax relief that was 
passed by Congress and signed into law 
by President Bush in 2001 and 2003, and 
to bring some reality to an upcoming 
debate this month that involves the 
budget resolution. Since that tax relief 
was enacted in 2001 and 2003, and espe-
cially since last November, we have 
heard from the liberal establishment in 
Washington and elsewhere that this bi-
partisan tax relief must be ended and 
that taxes should be increased on mil-
lions of Americans of all income levels. 

Today, I am going to look at what is 
driving the tax increase crowd and talk 
about why they are wrong and why in-
creasing taxes is a bad idea. The liberal 
establishment uses deficit reduction as 
a primary excuse for their craving to 

raise taxes, but before we applaud their 
efforts to balance the budget, let’s 
think about their solution. When any-
one says we need to increase taxes to 
balance the budget, what they are say-
ing is they are unwilling to cut Gov-
ernment spending. In actuality, the tax 
increase crowd wants to increase Gov-
ernment spending. 

Yesterday, I focused on what extend-
ing the bipartisan tax relief package 
means to nearly every American who 
pays income tax. So today, as I prom-
ised yesterday, I want to examine the 
tax relief and to look at the impact it 
has on our economy. 

Regardless of whether you look at 
Federal revenues, employment, house-
hold wealth, or market indexes, the im-
pact of tax relief has been overwhelm-
ingly positive. I am going to put a 
chart up that gives the figures I want 
you to consider as I go through the 
points I am making. 

The first chart illustrates the growth 
of revenue with the red line and the 
growth in GDP with the green line. As 
we can see, revenues are currently in-
creasing, and are projected to increase 
in the near future, even before tax re-
lief is scheduled to sunset under cur-
rent law in the year 2010. Clearly, tax 
relief has not destroyed the Govern-
ment’s revenue base. I want to point 
out that this chart shows percentage 
changes in revenue and percentage 
changes in GDP. So if the lines are flat 
in places, it means revenues and GDP 
are increasing at a constant rate. 

The next chart graphs the Standard 
& Poor’s 500 equity price index over a 
period of several years. So, here again, 
the lowest point of both the red line, 
representing the weekly S&P, and the 
green line, representing an average, 
seems to correspond closely with May 
of 2003, which, not coincidentally, is 
when dividend and capital gains tax 
cuts were signed into law. Aside from 
benefiting Americans directly invested 
in the stock market, this is good news 
for anyone with a pension who invests 
in the stock market as well. Of course, 
that happens to be well over half the 
people. I think somewhere between 56 
and 60 percent of the people, either 
through pensions or directly investing 
in the stock market, have money re-
serves in the stock market. So this is 
not something that affects 10 or 15 per-
cent of maybe the wealthiest people in 
the country, as it did 20, 25 years ago; 
more people are vested in the stock 
market, mostly through pensions. 

According to the Federal Reserve—I 
have another chart—net wealth of 
households and nonprofit organizations 
has increased from a low of around $39 
trillion in 2002 to more than $54 trillion 
in the third quarter of 2006. Since tax 
relief went into effect, our Nation’s 
households and nonprofit organizations 
have benefited from more than $15 tril-
lion of new wealth. 

This trend is also apparent when we 
are looking at employment. I show you 
yet another chart. Total nonfarm em-
ployment was calculated to consist of 
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around 130 million jobs in the summer 
of 2003 but is projected to be 137 million 
jobs in January of this year. This 
shows a 7 million increase in nonfarm 
employment since the 2003 tax relief 
bill was signed into law. 

I have just described to you four indi-
cators of prosperity. All four of them 
have increased since bipartisan tax re-
lief was passed by Congress and signed 
into law. I wish to emphasize that word 
‘‘bipartisan’’ tax relief legislation of 
2001 and 2003. Federal revenues are 
growing steadily at a rate, then, great-
er than the gross domestic product. 
The S&P 500 ended a downward slide 
and began moving upward around the 
time of the 2003 tax bill. Also, since the 
2003 tax bill became law, household and 
nonprofit wealth has steadily in-
creased, and literally millions of new 
jobs have been created. I think it is 
more than a coincidence that all of 
these positive economic indicators are 
correlated with tax relief. I do not 
think anything short of willful igno-
rance could lead anyone to say tax re-
lief has been bad for this country. 

Now, going back to what I was saying 
before, the liberal establishment wants 
to reverse the tax relief that has done 
all the good things I was just talking 
about and that we demonstrated by 
chart, and all in the name of deficit re-
duction. However, this same crowd has 
not expressed any interest in reducing 
the deficit through reduced spending. I 
believe the reason for this is that this 
crowd, comprised of lobbyists, the big- 
city press, and the entrenched Federal 
bureaucracy, wants to raise taxes— 
your taxes—to spend your money on 
growing Government rather than work-
ing to trim spending. In fact, the more 
Government spends, the more power 
these interests are able to accumulate. 
The Federal bureaucracy gets to con-
trol more money, which will lead to 
more people hiring high-paid lobbyists 
to apply pressure to take a bigger piece 
of the pie the taxpayers are paying for. 
While these interests have no trouble 
thinking of themselves, they are not 
thinking of America’s families, Amer-
ica’s senior citizens, America’s small 
business owners, and hard-working 
workers across America. These people 
may not be able to hire lobbyists or 
write syndicated columns, but their 
welfare should be our top priority. 

I am going to talk in greater detail 
about America’s families, seniors, 
small business owners, and workers, 
but for now, I just want to mention 
some more about our economy as a 
whole and how rolling back the 2001 
and 2003 tax relief would have dire con-
sequences for our whole economy. 

There is an old saying that goes 
something like this: Figures don’t lie, 
but liars can figure. This saying is es-
pecially true in Washington, DC. Any 
given issue has champions on both 
sides of the aisle able to generate stud-
ies and research that just happens to 
support their position. I say this be-
cause the source for the information I 
am going to present now is not one of 

those groups but, rather, the Goldman 
Sachs Group. 

Goldman Sachs is an enormously suc-
cessful and well-respected financial 
services firm. I do not think it is pos-
sible for any Democratic politician, 
liberal think-tanker, or liberal jour-
nalist to accuse Goldman Sachs of 
being a tool of my party, the Repub-
lican Party. Clinton Treasury Sec-
retary Robert Rubin served as cosenior 
partner and cochairman, and current 
New Jersey Governor and former Sen-
ator Jon Corzine served as chairman 
and CEO of Goldman Sachs. Our cur-
rent Treasury Secretary also enjoyed a 
prominent career at that firm. So I 
would recommend that Republicans, 
but especially Democrats, pay atten-
tion when a Goldman economist sends 
up a red flag. 

In a report that is titled ‘‘Fiscal Pol-
icy: Marking Time until the Tax Cut 
Sunsets,’’ the U.S. Economic Research 
Group at Goldman Sachs, in this re-
port, projects a recession—projects a 
recession—if the 2001 and 2003 tax relief 
is allowed to sunset. Now, this study 
actually came out in November of 2006, 
so I am a little surprised we have not 
heard more about it. 

For this report, Goldman Sachs 
economists used the Washington Uni-
versity macro model. To give a little 
background on the Washington model, 
it is a quarterly econometric system of 
611 variables, 442 equations, and 169 ex-
ogenous variables. The Washington 
model was developed and is maintained 
by Macroeconomic Advisers, Limited 
Liability Corporation, out of St. Louis, 
MO. Macroeconomic Advisers is where 
former Congressional Budget Office Di-
rector Douglas Holtz-Eakin serves as a 
senior adviser. Plus, the firm won the 
prestigious 2005–2006 National Associa-
tion for Business Economics Outlook 
Forecast Award for their accurate GDP 
and Treasury bill rate forecasts. That 
ought to give them a great deal of 
credibility. Now, of course, Macro-
economic Advisers and their Wash-
ington model must be accurate enough 
for people to pay to use it, which is not 
true for every organization that has 
been modeling the effects on the econ-
omy of letting tax relief expire. 

Getting back to the Goldman Sachs 
study, the authors assumed that Con-
gress would let the 2001 and 2003 tax re-
lief expire, so they reset taxes to their 
year 2000 levels, grossed them up 
slightly to match the Congressional 
Budget Office estimate of the revenue 
impact of letting the tax cuts expire, 
and allowed for an appropriate mone-
tary response. For monetary policy, 
the study’s authors assumed that the 
Federal Reserve would call for interest 
rate cuts when output falls below its 
trend and for interest rate increases 
when inflation rises above its comfort 
zone. 

The study states that: 
In the first quarter of 2011, real GDP 

growth drops more than 3 percentage points 
below what it would otherwise be. Absent a 
strong tailwind to growth from some other 

source, this would almost surely mark the 
onset of a recession. 

If tax relief is allowed to expire, this 
study shows that a recession is likely 
to result. By not extending or making 
tax relief permanent, Congress will be 
deliberately inflicting a recession on 
the American people. Is a lot of hollow, 
high-sounding rhetoric about balanced 
budgets worth the job losses or busi-
ness closures that would result in such 
a recession? 

The study eventually predicts higher 
output but notes that consumption 
would be lower. 

So that everyone has the opportunity 
to review this study, I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, that it be 
printed in the RECORD, along with one 
of the very few news stories to note its 
findings. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the U.S. Economic Analyst, Nov. 10, 

2006] 

FISCAL POLICY: MARKING TIME UNTIL THE TAX 
CUT SUNSETS 

Near-term changes in US fiscal policy are 
unlikely despite the shift in control of the 
Congress. Key decisions on extending tax 
cuts are not forced until 2010, after the next 
election, while efforts to roll back these cuts 
before then would surely trigger a veto. 

As the tax cut ‘‘sunsets’’ approach, the 
Congress regains power, as legislation will 
then be needed to extend the cuts. The 
choice will not be easy given the magnitude 
of the tax increase—about 11⁄2% of GDP—that 
would occur if the tax cuts all expired and 
its likely impact on near-term growth. 

In a simulation exercise, we confirm that 
this ‘‘do nothing Congress’’ scenario would 
quickly balance the budget but at the cost of 
a sharp hit to growth in the short term. Far-
ther out, the benefits are higher output and 
lower inflation and interest rates, at the ex-
pense of less consumption—an inevitable 
price for this decade’s tax cuts. 

The Democratic Party has regained con-
trol of both houses of Congress with a sur-
prisingly strong showing in the mid-term 
election. Although the new leadership will 
clash with President Bush on many issues, 
several areas appear ripe for compromise, in-
cluding immigration policy, a minimum 
wage hike, and Iraq policy. Each could have 
significant impact on the economy. 

Third-quarter real GDP growth could be 
revised up to about 2% (annualized), but the 
fourth-quarter prognosis remains murky. 
Early reads on retail sales suggesting that 
October spending was weak, and the factory 
sector must begin to work off an inventory 
overhang. The labor market continues to im-
press, though we expect the jobless rate to 
begin trending higher soon as the housing 
correction triggers more job losses. 

I. RETURN TO DIVIDED GOVERNMENT 

The Democratic Party has regained con-
trol of both houses of Congress with a sur-
prisingly strong showing in the mid-term 
election. Although the new leadership will 
clash with President Bush on many issues, 
several areas appear ripe for compromise, in-
cluding immigration policy, a minimum 
wage hike, and Iraq policy. Each could have 
significant impact on the economy. 

Third-quarter real GDP growth may have 
been a bit stronger than first reported, with 
data in hand suggesting an upward revision 
to about 2% (annualized). However, the 
fourth-quarter prognosis is murky, with 
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early reads on retail sales suggesting that 
spending was weak in October, and a sub-
stantial inventory overhang in the manufac-
turing sector. The labor market continues to 
impress, though we expect the unemploy-
ment rate to begin trending higher soon as 
the housing correction triggers more job 
losses. 
Democrats Retake Congress 

With surprisingly strong mid-term election 
gains, the Democratic Party has retaken a 
majority not only in the House of Represent-
atives, but also in the Senate with a much 
thinner 51–49 edge (counting two independ-
ents who will caucus with the Democrats). 
This marks the first time that Democrats 
have controlled both houses of Congress 
since 1994; the size of the net changes (6 in 
the Senate, about 30 in the House) ap-
proaches those of previous ‘‘landslide’’ mid- 
term elections, especially given the rel-
atively small number of competitive races. 

With Democrats setting the agenda, the 
initial focus of Congress next year is likely 
to be on the six issues highlighted in the 
campaign: (1) reinstatement of PAYGO budg-
et rules; (2) repeal of tax preferences for inte-
grated oil companies; (3) reductions in stu-
dent loan rates; (4) direct negotiation of 
Medicare prescription drug prices; (5) an in-
crease in the minimum wage, and (6) imple-
mentation of the September 11th Commis-
sion recommendations. 

Although President Bush and the Demo-
cratic Congress are likely to clash on many 
fronts, several major issues with ramifica-
tion, for the economy appear ripe for com-
promise: 

1. Immigration. Continued large inflows of 
undocumented immigrants and bipartisan 
acknowledgement that current policies are 
insufficient to address the situation have 
created fertile ground for legislative 
progress. A potential compromise on immi-
gration policy would likely involve a com-
bination of increased quotas for legal immi-
gration, tougher enforcement of those 
quotas, and some sort of procedure through 
which illegal immigrants could eventually 
apply for US citizenship. 

2. Minimum wage. As noted above, Demo-
crats have targeted a significant increase in 
the national minimum wage, to $7.25 from 
$5.15 per hour, as part of their initial agenda. 
A majority in both houses of the current 
Congress had already supported an increase 
even before the election, but the deal was 
never consummated. More than half (26) of 
the states already have higher minimums, 
covering a significant portion of the US 
labor force. 

3. Iraq. Iraq policy could see a fundamental 
shift, with Donald Rumsfeld’s departure as 
Secretary of Defense an indicator of possible 
changes ahead. The upcoming report by a 
special commission chaired by former Sec-
retary of State James Baker and former Con-
gressman Lee Hamilton (who also co-chaired 
the September 11 Commission) could offer 
both parties political cover for a change of 
course. This might ultimately reduce the 
drain on the federal budget from Iraq-related 
expenditures. 

However, compromise is less likely on 
many other issues. The White House ap-
peared to be considering making entitlement 
reform its top priority in Bush’s last two 
years in office, but this now seems unlikely 
given the huge political obstacles and the 
likelihood that lawmakers’ focus will soon 
turn to the 2008 presidential election. Fed-
eral spending is unlikely to be dramatically 
different, though divided government his-
torically has meant more controlled spend-
ing about in line with GDP growth (¥0.02 
points per year) versus slightly faster (+0.23 
points) when government was under control 
of a single party. 

Tax policy seems unlikely to change ei-
ther. Most important tax cuts don’t expire 
until 2010, and there is little Democrats in 
Congress can do to alter tax policy, given the 
likelihood of a Bush veto. In addition, Demo-
crats appear far from unified on repealing 
many of these tax cuts, and the resulting fis-
cal tightening would pose temporary down-
side risks to the economic outlook. There is 
a small risk that tighter budget rules could 
force the cost of extending these cuts to be 
offset by tax increases elsewhere. Most like-
ly, these would come from the closing of cor-
porate ‘‘loopholes’’ or other business-related 
revenue raisers. Relief from the Alternative 
Minimum Tax (AMT) will be extended, but 
plans to require the cost of any tax cuts to 
be offset could put two of the Democrats’ 
priorities in conflict (see this week’s center 
section for a fuller discussion of the fiscal 
outlook). 

More Growth Then, Less Now? 

Economic news this week implied that 
third-quarter growth might turn out to be a 
bit stronger than initially estimated. In par-
ticular, better export performance and lower 
oil imports resulted in a substantially nar-
rower trade deficit for September—$64.3 bil-
lion versus August’s downward-revised $69.0 
billion shortfall. This, combined with more 
inventory building than Commerce officials 
assumed, puts our best guess for third-quar-
ter real GDP growth slightly above 2% 
(annualized). Upcoming reports on retail 
sales and inventories could still swing this 
figure. 

However, the market’s focus is on the out-
look, and here we remain cautious. In the-
ory, the sharp drop in energy prices over the 
past three months should boost consumer 
spending in the fourth quarter, but this ac-
celeration has yet to materialize. Early 
reads on retail sales activity—the official 
government data are due out Tuesday—sug-
gest that October spending was weak. In 
fact, we have trimmed 0.2 points from our re-
tail sales estimates, to ¥0.4% overall and 
¥0.3% excluding autos. Meanwhile, the man-
ufacturing sector will have to begin working 
off a significant inventory overhang. 

The labor market continues to impress. 
For example, initial jobless claims moved 
back down near the 300,000 level, implying 
that last week’s rise was a head fake and re-
inforcing the generally strong tone of the 
October employment report. Although the 
labor market is clearly tight at present, we 
expect job losses—particularly from the 
housing sector—to begin pushing up the un-
employment rate within the next few 
months. 

II. FISCAL POLICY: MARKING TIME UNTIL THE 
TAX CUT SUNSETS 

Near-term changes in U.S. fiscal policy are 
unlikely despite the shift in control of the 
Congress. Key decisions on extending tax 
cuts are not forced until 2010, after the next 
election, while any efforts to roll back these 
cuts before then would surely trigger a presi-
dential veto. 

As the tax cut ‘‘sunsets’’ approach, the 
Congress regains power, as legislation will 
then be needed if the tax cuts are to be ex-
tended. The choice will not be easy given the 
magnitude of the tax increase—about 11⁄2 per-
cent of GDP-that would occur if the tax cuts 
all expired and its likely impact on near- 
term growth. 

In a simulation exercise, we confirm that 
this ‘‘do nothing Congress’’ scenario would 
quickly balance the budget but at the cost of 
a sharp hit to growth in the short term. Far-
ther out, the benefits are higher output and 
lower inflation and interest rates, at the ex-
pense of less consumption—an inevitable 
price for this decade’s tax cuts. 

Near-Term Fiscal Policy: No Major Shift 
Talk of imminent change in fiscal policy, 

focused on tax hikes, has surfaced as Demo-
crats have regained control of the Congress. 
They netted about 30 more seats in the 
House of Representatives, giving them a 
comfortable margin. In the Senate, the 
Democratic margin is much thinner—a 51–49 
edge. 

However, this shift in control of Congress 
does not translate into an immediate shift in 
fiscal policy for four reasons. First, the 
budget deficit has narrowed sharply over the 
past two years, as shown in Exhibit 1. This 
may reduce the sense of urgency in the 
minds of many lawmakers, and therefore 
their willingness to strike deals even though 
the longer-term imbalance remains serious 
and unresolved. Second, the main compo-
nents of President Bush’s signature tax 
cuts—enacted with ‘‘sunsets’’ to contain 
their budget impact—do not expire until the 
end of 2010. Hence, the thorny issue of ex-
tending these cuts need not be addressed 
until after the next Congress (and president) 
is elected in 2008. Third, any effort to roll 
back these cuts before their scheduled expi-
ration would almost surely trigger a presi-
dential veto, which the Congress could not 
override, and it would provide the GOP with 
an election issue to boot. Therein lies the 
fourth reason, that the impending 2008 presi-
dential election will limit the time and scope 
for meaningful progress. 

Similar logic applies to the spending side 
of the ledger, where any efforts to trim out-
lays for defense or homeland security would 
be fraught with political risk. Our working 
assumption is that total spending on na-
tional security will not change much, al-
though the composition might shift; for 
other discretionary spending we expect grid-
lock between a Democratic majority that 
would like to restore some programs and a 
Republican president whose veto pen will 
suddenly be full of ink. The same probably 
holds for Democrats’ announced intention to 
push for direct negotiation of Medicare pre-
scription drug prices. 

One issue the new congressional leadership 
will face is how to handle the various tax 
measures whose renewal has become an an-
nual ritual in recent years. By far the larg-
est of these is the temporary fix of the alter-
native minimum tax (AMT), without which 
the number of taxpayers affected by this ob-
scure tax calculation would soar. Although 
renewing the AMT would boost the deficit by 
an estimated $65 billion for fiscal year (FY) 
2008, it enjoys bipartisan support. This is be-
cause many of its unsuspecting victims live 
in ‘‘blue’’ states. Hence, the new Congress 
will probably find some way to make it hap-
pen and pass most of the other ones (another 
$16 billion) as well. In doing so, the Demo-
crats risk compromising another objective 
they have championed in recent years, name-
ly to reinstate pay-as-you-go (PAYGO) rules 
for federal budget legislation. Unlike the ad-
ministration and the current congressional 
leadership, who favor PAYGO only for out-
lays, Democrats have pushed to have these 
rules apply to taxes as well. Notably, the de-
cision to resurrect PAYGO does not require 
the president to sign off, as it can be imple-
mented simply as part of the budget resolu-
tion. Hence, an early test of the Democrats’ 
resolve to control the budget deficit will be 
whether they restore PAYGO or something 
similar and, more critically, whether they 
adhere to it. 
2010: A Year of Wreckoning? 

On balance, our expectations for signifi-
cant change in fiscal policy during the next 
two years are low. Thereafter, the calculus 
changes radically as the 2010 sunsets ap-
proach. Absent legislative action, the tax 
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code essentially reverts to its pre-2001 provi-
sions on January 1, 2011. Marginal tax rates 
on ordinary income rise significantly, divi-
dend income loses its special treatment, the 
capital gains tax rate goes back to 20 per-
cent, the marriage penalty reappears, the 
child tax credit drops, and the estate—oops, 
death—tax springs back to life. 

One implication of this situation is that 
the initiative reverts to Congress, specifi-
cally the one to be elected in 2008. It can opt 
for fiscal balance simply by doing nothing 
and letting the tax cuts expire, or it can pass 
legislation to extend any or all of the cuts. 
Although the president—whoever that may 
be—obviously still has the right of veto, he/ 
she obviously cannot reject a bill that has 
not reached his/her desk. 

More importantly, the stakes are high, as 
the sunsets potentially telescope into one 
year the reversal of tax cuts implemented in 
various stages between mid–2001 and early 
2004. According to Congressional Budget Of-
fice (CBO) estimates, tax revenue would rise 
by $236 billion between FY 2010 and FY 2012 
if all of the tax cuts were to expire. Scaled to 
the estimated size of the economy at that 
time, this is a fiscal drag of about 11⁄2 percent 
of GDP. 

Even the most die-hard fiscal hawks are 
apt to think twice about the implications of 
this for the near-term performance of the 
economy. After all, a tax increase of this 
magnitude, imposed all at once, would likely 
throw the economy into recession. How bad 
would it be, and what would the benefit be in 
terms of budget improvement and longer- 
term economic performance? 

Costs and Benefits of Letting Tax Cuts Expire 

To provide some perspective on these ques-
tions, we simulated the effects of allowing 
all the tax cuts to expire as scheduled—or, to 
twist Harry Truman’s famous phrase, a ‘‘do 
nothing Congress’’ scenario. Specifically, 
using the Washington University Macro-
economic Model (WUMM), we reset taxes to 
their 2000 levels, grossed them up slightly to 
match CBO’s estimate of the revenue impact 
of letting the tax cuts expire, and allowed for 
appropriate monetary policy response. On 
the latter, we assume that the Fed follows a 
rule calling for rate cuts when output falls 
below its trend and rate hikes when inflation 
is above its ‘‘comfort zone.’’ 

Exhibit 2 illustrates the main results of 
this exercise, showing how key variables 
would diverge from a status quo forecast in 
which the tax cuts are extended. The results 
are as follows: 

Reversing the tax cuts quickly closes 
most, if not all, of the fiscal deficit. The im-
mediate effect is to cut the deficit by about 
11⁄2 percent of GDP, as shown in the top panel 
of Exhibit 2. This is about three-fifths of the 
shortfall we currently project for FY 2011, 
based on assumptions we consider realistic. 
Under the more restrictive assumptions un-
derlying the CBO’s baseline projections, the 
budget comes very close to balance, as indi-
cated in that agency’s latest budget update 
as well as its estimates that extending the 
tax cuts would boost the deficit by 1.6 per-
cent of GDP relative to its baseline. 

More budget progress occurs in the out 
years. The budget improvement persists and 
even increases over time without further 
changes in tax law. This reflects the bene-
ficial effects of a sharp reduction in interest 
expense, which results both from reduced 
borrowing and lower interest rates. Five 
years out, the budget improvement swells to 
about 21⁄2 percent of GDP, covering about 
three-quarters of our projected deficit and 
putting the budget into modest surplus 
under the CBO assumptions. 

The economy suffers a lot of short-term 
pain. The jump in taxes on January 1, 2011 
squeezes disposable income and hence con-
sumption. This feeds through to the rest of 
the economy, sharply curtailing growth and 
prompting an aggressive easing in monetary 
policy. The lower two panels of Exhibit 2 lay 
out the major elements of the macro-
economic story. 

In the fIrst quarter of 2011, real GDP 
growth drops more than 3 percentage points 
below what it would otherwise be. Absent a 
strong tailwind to growth from some other 
source, this would almost surely mark the 
onset of a recession. In an effort to resusci-
tate demand, the Fed immediately cuts the 
federal funds rate, bringing it 250 basis 
points (bp) below the status quo level over 
the next year and one-half, as shown in the 
bottom panel of Exhibit 2. Despite this, out-
put growth remains well below trend over 
that period, putting downward pressure on 
inflation as slack in the economy increases. 
Inflation drops by 150 bp during the sag in 
growth before coming back up as the mone-
tary stimulus pushes output back toward, 
and eventually above, trend. 

In the longer run, economic growth bene-
fits from ‘‘crowding in.’’ When the govern-
ment runs a large deficit, ‘‘crowding out’’ oc-
curs in the capital markets: Its borrowing, 
backed by the power to tax, takes priority 
over private borrowing and therefore denies 
some companies the funds they need for in-
vestment that is usually more productive 
than the government’s use of the funds. As a 
result, growth suffers and real interest rates 
rise. 

The opposite occurs in our simulation. Re-
storing better balance to the government’s 
books reduces the deficit and hence the 
growth in its debt. This frees funds that now 
flow to the private sector allowing the cap-
ital stock to grow more rapidly and pushing 
down interest rates. As shown by the gap be-
tween the lines in the bottom panel, real in-
terest rates end up substantially lower. This, 
eventually, raises output by about 1 percent 
above the level that would have prevailed 
without the tax increase. 

At first glance, this seems like a straight-
forward case of short term pain (recession) 
leading to longer term gain (higher output). 
Unfortunately, this assessment is a bit too 
optimistic. Although output is higher than it 
otherwise would be, consumption is lower. 
Since the 2001 tax cuts helped thrust the 
budget back into deficit, the federal govern-
ment has borrowed to fund its spending and, 
via the tax cuts, some consumer spending as 
well. A reversion in 2011 to higher taxes sim-
ply recognizes that fact and starts paying off 
the debt. If instead Congress chooses to 
maintain the cuts, they just push the due 
date for the 2000s spending bill even further 
into the future. In that case, the ultimate 
payment—the drop in consumption—would 
be even higher. 

[From TCSDAILY, Feb. 6, 2007] 

HILLARY CLINTON AND RECESSION OF 2011 

(By James Pethokoukis) 

How predictable. The fiscal 2008 budget 
that President Bush put forward yesterday 
gets slammed for being unrealistic—if not 
downright mendacious. If the $2.9 trillon pro-
posal actually got enacted as written— 
doubtful given that Bush is dealing with a 
Democratic-controlled Congress—the plan 
would theoretically balance the budget by 
2012. As Team Bush crunches the numbers, 
the U.S. government would run a $61 billion 
surplus in 2012 year after running tiny defi-
cits in 2010 ($94.4 billion, or 0.6 percent of 

GDP) and 2011 ($53.8 billion, or 0.3 percent of 
GDP). All that while permanently extending 
the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts due to expire in 
2010. 

Of course, journalists and think-tank ana-
lysts had barely scanned the budget when 
critics started pointing out its supposed 
flaws. Among them: the budget assumes 
more upbeat economic conditions—and thus 
more tax revenue—than does the forecast 
from the Congressional Budget Office. (In 
2011 and 2012, the White House forecasts 3.0 
percent and 2.9 percent GDP growth vs. 2.7 
percent for each of those years by the CBO.) 
As the liberal Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities puts it, ‘‘The budget employs rosy 
revenue assumptions; it assumes at least $150 
billion more in revenue than CBO does for 
the same policies.’’ 

Indeed, the CBO viewed by the inside-the- 
Beltway crowd as the impartial umpire of all 
budget disputes—also predicts a balanced 
budget by 2012. The catch is that it assumes 
the Bush tax cuts are repealed leading to a 
surge of revenue in 2011 and 2012. It forecasts 
that the budget deficit would drop from $137 
billion in 2010 to just $12 billion in 2011. And 
in 2012, the budget would move into the 
black with a $170 billion surplus. Yet if the 
Bush tax cuts are extended, CBO predicts 
total deficits of $407 billion in 2011 and 2012 
and then continuing thereafter. 

No wonder Democratic presidential can-
didates are finding it so easy to pledge or 
strongly hint that if they are sitting in the 
White House in 2010, they will veto any effort 
to extend the tax cuts. One can easily envi-
sion President Hillary Rodham Clinton 
harking back to her husband Bill’s 1993 tax 
hikes and economic success as historical jus-
tification for a repeat performance. Deficits 
are often used as reason for higher taxes, 
such as in 1993 and 1982. But to believe in 
higher taxes as sound economic policy in 
coming years, you also have to believe in the 
CBO’s cheery forecast that hundreds of bil-
lion of dollars in new taxes will have little or 
no effect on economic growth. 

Now you don’t have to be an acolyte of 
supply-side guru Arthur Laffer to find that 
sort of ‘‘static analysis’’ a little weird. Most 
Americans probably would. So, apparently, 
did the economic team at Goldman Sachs, 
the old employer of Robet Rubin, President 
Bill Clinton’s second treasury secretary. 
Thus the firm’s econ wonks decided to try 
and simulate the real world effect of letting 
the Bush tax cuts expire at the end of 2010. 
Using the respected Washington University 
Macro Model, Goldman reset the tax code to 
its pre-Bush status, assumed all tax cuts ex-
pired, and watched how the economy reacted 
as 2011 began. What did the firm see? Well, in 
the first quarter of 2011 the economy dropped 
3 percentage points below what it would have 
been otherwise. ‘‘Absent a tailwind to 
growth from some other source,’’ the anal-
ysis concludes, ‘‘this would almost surely 
mark the onset of a recession.’’ 

So actually it’s CBO’s economic forecast, 
not Bush’s that is overly, optimistic about 
future economic growth. But wouldn’t the 
Federal Reserve jump in and cut interest 
rates, offsetting the fiscal drag of the tax 
hikes with easy monetary policy? The Gold-
man Sachs experiment assumes it would, but 
WUMM still shows the economy sinking; 

‘‘In an effort to resuscitate demand, the 
Fed immediately cuts the federal funds rate, 
bringing it 250 basis points below the status 
quo level over the next year and one-half. . . 
Despite this, output growth remains well 
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below trend over that period, putting down-
ward pressure on inflation as slack in the 
economy increases.’’ 

And guess what? A recession would throw 
CBO’s carefully calculated tax revenue as-
sumptions out the window. Indeed, the CBO 
admits that recessions in 1981, 1990 and 2001, 
‘‘resulted in significantly different budg-
etary outcomes than CBO had projected few 
months before the downturns started.’’ 

Of course, it’s been the history of tax in-
creases that they tend not to bring in as 
much revenue as originally predicted. Presi-
dent Rodham Clinton or President Obama or 
President Edwards would likely find the 
same budgetary disappointment—and then 
have to explain to an angry American public 
during the 2012 election season why their 
president decided to plunge the economy 
into a recession. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. The Goldman Sachs 
study was clearly not written by cheer-
leaders for tax relief; indeed, the au-
thors seemed to share the point of view 
of many in this Chamber that a cut in 
spending is not an option. The authors 
regard an eventual drop in consump-
tion as a forgone conclusion of tax re-
lief and equate it with the necessity to 
pay back what had been borrowed over 
the previous decade. At the very least, 
the study says: ‘‘The economy suffers a 
lot of short-term pain.’’ 

Congress needs to act to extend or 
make permanent tax relief enacted in 
2001 and 2003 or we risk plunging the 
country into a frivolous recession. I 
say frivolous because the recession will 
be the result of vanity on the part of 
those who use balancing the budget as 
a cover for tax-and-spend politics. 

More cause for concern of the impact 
of tax increases comes to us from 
China. I am sure everyone is aware 
that the Shanghai Composite Index 
lost 8.8 percent of its value this past 
Tuesday. According to various news re-
ports, including a dispatch from the 
Associated Press, a factor in the drop 
may have been rumors that a capital 
gains tax on stock investment was in 
order. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
ABC NEWS article entitled ‘‘Shanghai 
Shares Rebound Nearly 4 percent’’ be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SHANGHAI SHARES REBOUND NEARLY 4 
PERCENT 

(By Elaine Kurtenbach) 
SHANGHAI, CHINA.—Chinese stocks recov-

ered Wednesday following their worst plunge 
in a decade as regulators shifted into damage 
control, denying rumors of plans for a 20 per-
cent capital gains tax on stock investments. 

The Shanghai Composite Index gained 3.9 
percent to 2,881.07 after opening 1.3 percent 
lower. On Tuesday, it tumbled 8.8 percent, 
its largest decline since Feb. 18, 1997. 

Bullish comments in the state-controlled 
media appeared to reassure jittery domestic 
investors, who account for virtually all trad-
ing. 

China will focus on ensuring financial sta-
bility and security, the official Xinhua News 
Agency cited Premier Wen Jiabao as saying 
in an essay due to be published in Thursday’s 
issue of the Communist Party magazine 
Qiushi. 

Markets across Asia were still rattled, 
with many falling for a second day. Japan’s 

benchmark Nikkei Index sank 2.85 percent, 
while stocks in the Philippines tumbled 7.9 
percent. Malaysian shares fell 3.3 percent, 
while Hong Kong’s market fell 2.5 percent. 

On Tuesday, concerns about possible slow-
downs in the Chinese and U.S. economies 
sparked Wall Street’s worst drop since the 
Sept. 11, 2001, terror attacks. The Dow Jones 
industrial average lost 416 points, or 3.3 per-
cent. 

Analysts said they expected China’s stock 
market to stabilize and keep climbing over 
time although further near-term declines 
were possible given concerns that prices may 
have risen too precipitously in recent 
months. 

Tuesday’s ‘‘sell-off does not reflect any 
fundamental change in the outlook for Chi-
na’s economy,’’ Yiping Huang and other 
Citigroup economists said in a report re-
leased Wednesday. ‘‘A sharp contraction in 
excess liquidity that would reinforce damage 
in the stock market remains unlikely,’’ it 
said. 

China’s big institutional investors are all 
state-controlled and would be unlikely to 
sell so heavily as to completely reverse gains 
that more than doubled share prices last 
year. With a key Communist Party congress 
due in the autumn, the authorities have a 
huge stake in keeping the markets on an 
even keel. 

‘‘They are acting now to nip a nascent bub-
ble in the bud,’’ says Stephen Green, senior 
economist at Standard Chartered Bank in 
Shanghai, adding that it’s a challenge given 
generally bullish sentiment and the massive 
amount of funds available for investment. 

‘‘So they have to somehow calibrate the 
rhetoric and policy actions to keep a lid on 
this, while not triggering a collapse,’’ Green 
says. 

One option is a capital gains tax on stock 
investments. Rumors that such a tax may be 
enacted are thought to have been one factor 
behind Tuesday’s sell-off. 

But the Shanghai Securities News ran a 
front-page report denying those rumors. The 
newspaper, run by the official Xinhua News 
Agency and often used to convey official an-
nouncements, cited unnamed spokesmen for 
the Ministry of Finance and State Adminis-
tration of Taxation. 

China has refrained from imposing a tax on 
capital gains from stock investments, large-
ly because until last year the markets were 
languishing near five-year lows. The Shang-
hai Securities News report cited officials 
saying that the government had little need 
to impose such a measure now, given that 
tax revenues soared by 22 percent last year. 

The exact cause of Tuesday’s decline in 
China was unclear, given the lack of any sig-
nificant negative economic or corporate 
news. 

Some analysts blamed profit taking fol-
lowing recent gains: the market had hit a 
fresh record high on Monday, with the 
Shanghai Composite Index closing above 
3,000 for the first time. 

Others pointed to comments by former 
Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan, 
who warned in remarks to a conference in 
Hong Kong that a recession in the U.S. was 
‘‘possible’’ later this year. 

Adding to those factors was a persisting 
expectation that China might impose further 
austerity measures, such as an interest rate 
hike, to cool torrid growth: China’s economy 
grew 10.7 percent last year the fastest rise 
since 1995 and most forecasts put growth at 
between 9.5 percent and 10 percent this year. 

China’s markets took off after a successful 
round of shareholding reforms helped allevi-
ate worries over a possible flood of state-held 
shares into the market. Efforts to clean up 
the brokerage industry and end market 
abuses also helped. 

Their confidence renewed, millions of re-
tail investors began shifting their bank sav-
ings into the markets in search of higher re-
turns last year. Strong buying by state-con-
trolled institutional investors and overseas 
funds also helped. 

China still limits foreigners’ purchases of 
the yuan-denominated stocks that make up 
the biggest share of the markets, though 
that is gradually changing as regulators 
allow increasing participation by so-called 
qualified foreign institutional investors. 

Stocks have shown unusual volatility this 
year, with the Shanghai index notching one- 
day drops of 4.9 percent and 3.7 percent al-
ready this year before recovering to hit new 
records. 

But there are limits to how far shares are 
allowed to drop in a single trading day: total 
single-day gains and losses are capped at 10 
percent. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. The same AP report 
notes that regulators have already de-
nied those rumors and that the Shang-
hai Securities News ran a front page 
report to the same effect yesterday. In-
cidentally, the Shanghai Composite 
Index gained 3.9 percent yesterday. 

I think the Chinese regulator’s swift 
debunking of rumors that a capital 
gains tax was going to be enacted 
shows the negative impact such a tax 
could have on growing markets and ex-
panding economies. 

As I have said before, what is missing 
from the debate on extending tax cuts 
and clearly missing from the reasoning 
of the authors of the Goldman Sachs 
study is the option, and necessity, of 
reducing Government spending. The 
right thing to do is to let Americans 
keep as much of their own money as we 
can and not seize it from them to pro-
mote special interests, encourage high- 
priced lobbyists or give free rein to the 
big city press to tell everyone else 
what to do. 

It is often said by the Democratic 
leadership that tax cuts are not free. 
That statement is true. Tax cuts score 
as revenue losses under our budget 
rules. What is equally true, if you lis-
ten to economists and, more impor-
tantly, the American taxpayer, is that 
tax increases are not free as well. Tax-
payers have to write a check to Uncle 
Sam. 

Tax increases change taxpayer be-
havior. Tax increases will affect work, 
investment, and other economic activi-
ties. From an economic policy stand-
point, tax increases, especially those 
that are used to cover more Govern-
ment spending, have a policy cost. Tax 
increases are not free to the taxpayers 
and are not free to a growing economy. 

So I would ask that the Democrat 
leadership, as they draw up their budg-
et resolution, to hopefully keep this in 
mind. Tax increases have consequences 
to the American taxpayer and con-
sequences to the American economy. 

f 

U.S. SENTENCING COMMISSION 
NOMINATIONS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader for his help in con-
nection with the confirmation of mem-
bers to the Sentencing Commission. I 
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am glad a cloture petition turned out 
not to be necessitated by anonymous 
Republican opposition and delay but 
regret that it has taken so long and so 
much attention to follow through on 
this matter. 

Last night, the Senate finally consid-
ered and confirmed the President’s 
nomination of Beryl Howell to a second 
term on the U.S. Sentencing Commis-
sion. We also proceeded with the con-
firmation of the nomination of Dabney 
Friedrich, a former staffer of Senator 
HATCH and associate White House 
counsel. 

Last month, the President finally 
sent these nominations to the Senate 
to fill preexisting vacancies on the U.S. 
Sentencing Commission. Both these 
nominees were serving on the Commis-
sion, having been recessed appointed by 
the President in the last month of the 
109th Congress. Regrettably the White 
House had delayed for many months 
making the nominations last year. Had 
the President sent the Senate these 
nominations in a timely fashion, their 
recess appointments would not have 
been necessary and we could have con-
firmed both of these nominees in the 
last Congress. 

The nonpartisan nature of the Sen-
tencing Commission is preserved by 
making sure its membership is bal-
anced and includes experienced Com-
missioners who stick to the merits and 
command the respect of both Congress 
and the Judiciary. I look forward to 
the President nominating such a per-
son on the recommendation of the 
ranking Republican member of the Ju-
diciary Committee so that the final va-
cancy may be appropriately filled. 

Commissioner Howell graduated from 
Bryn Mawr College and Columbia Uni-
versity School of Law, clerked for 
Judge Dickinson R. Debevoise on the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
New Jersey. She served with distinc-
tion as a Federal prosecutor in the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office in the Eastern Dis-
trict of New York, earning a number of 
commendations for her work. She later 
served for almost 10 years as a member 
of the Senate Judiciary staff. She 
earned the respect of Senate and House 
Republicans and Democrats. Besides 
now serving as a member of the Sen-
tencing Commission, she is also man-
aging director and general counsel of 
the Washington, DC, office of Stroz 
Friedberg, LLC, one of the leading cy-
bersecurity and forensic firms in the 
country. 

Commissioner Friedrich assumes her 
post having served in the White House 
counsel’s office and having previously 
served on Senator HATCH’s Senate Ju-
diciary Committee staff. I believe her 
husband is a political deputy in the 
Criminal Division of the Department of 
Justice. I wish her well in her new posi-
tion. 

The Sentencing Commission has im-
portant work to do. Federal judges are 
still wrestling with the Booker deci-
sion, which made the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines advisory, rather 

than mandatory, and the Commission 
is once again preparing a report to 
Congress on the unjust disparity of 
crack versus powder cocaine sen-
tencing. 

I congratulate the nominees and 
their families on their confirmations 
last night. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2007 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate 
crimes legislation that would add new 
categories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 
Likewise, each Congress I have come to 
the floor to highlight a separate hate 
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try. 

On June 4, 2002, in Cortez, CO, 16- 
year-old Fred Martinez, described as a 
transsexual Navajo, was brutally beat-
en to death by Shaun Murphy. Murphy 
received a sentence of 40 years for his 
crime. According to affidavits filed in 
Montezuma County Court, Murphy 
bragged to friends in the days after 
Martinez’s slaying that he had ‘‘beat 
up a fag.’’ 

I believe that the Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well. 

f 

PEACE CORPS VOLUNTEERS 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, early 

one October morning in 1960, Senator 
John F. Kennedy stood on the steps of 
the University of Michigan Union and 
challenged a group of students to serve 
their country by living and working 
abroad. Today I rise to commemorate 
the service of 187,000 Americans, young 
and old, who have met that challenge. 

From Armenia to Zambia, Peace 
Corps volunteers have lived and worked 
in 139 countries around the world for 
the past 46 years. They act as ambas-
sadors of our goodwill and promote a 
world of peace and friendship. Histori-
cally, more Peace Corps volunteers 
have come from California than any 
other State indeed, 25,467 Peace Corps 
volunteers have hailed from my State. 
Today, I am proud to represent 768 
Peace Corps volunteers currently 
working abroad. 

In their work as teachers, business 
advisors, information technology con-
sultants, agriculture and environ-
mental specialists, and health edu-
cators; Peace Corps volunteers have 
not only met the needs of the individ-
uals and communities who are their 
hosts, but also promoted a better un-
derstanding of Americans. 

After almost five decades, the mis-
sion and goals of the Peace Corps are 

as vital and relevant as they were the 
day of its establishment. In an age 
when fear, misunderstanding, and blind 
prejudice can breed aggression and 
hate, more than 20 percent of Peace 
Corps volunteers are working in pre-
dominantly Muslim countries. 

In the past 10 years, the Peace Corps 
has expanded to meet new humani-
tarian challenges, sending Returned 
Peace Corps Volunteers to serve in the 
Crisis Corps. These extraordinary men 
and women have been deployed to tsu-
nami-ravaged regions in Sri Lanka and 
Thailand, to Guatemala after Hurri-
cane Stan, and 272 Returned Peace 
Corps Volunteers joined in disaster re-
lief efforts along the gulf coast fol-
lowing Hurricane Katrina. 

Finally, I would like to recognize the 
Returned Peace Corps Volunteers who 
have been participating in National 
Peace Corps Week. By sharing their ex-
periences, these Returned Peace Corps 
Volunteers are fulfilling the third goal 
of the Peace Corps, to ‘‘strengthen 
Americans’ understanding about the 
world and its peoples.’’ 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, it is 
with great pride that I extend my con-
gratulations to the Peace Corps on the 
occasion of its 46th anniversary this 
week. I know that in doing so I join a 
countless number of past and present 
Peace Cops volunteers in commemo-
rating the fruitful history of the orga-
nization. 

Since the establishment of the Peace 
Corps over four decades ago, its volun-
teers have served as unofficial U.S. 
Ambassadors, representing the best of 
what America has to offer abroad. 
Their mission could not be more impor-
tant than it is right now, during a time 
when our nation is so misunderstood in 
many parts of the world. With its glob-
al presence and tangible impact, the 
Peace Corps has worked to combat 
misperceptions about what America 
stands for and reaffirm American val-
ues. I have no doubt that these good 
deeds on behalf of others have made a 
tremendously positive impact on the 
communities in which our Peace Corps 
volunteers serve. 

I am a strong believer in investing in 
cross-border relationships through pro-
grams such as the Peace Corps, which 
places American volunteers in the 
heart of communities throughout all 
corners of the world. Who knows how 
the interaction and good works com-
pleted by Peace Corps volunteers will 
change the world as a result? Perhaps 
the example set by a Peace Corps vol-
unteer will correct a distorted percep-
tion, or prevent someone from sliding 
into hatred and extremism. Perhaps an 
American volunteer will acquire a new 
understanding of the needs in other 
parts of the world which will lead to a 
critical humanitarian intervention. 
The Peace Corps, through the impact 
on the community and the volunteer, 
is a win-win investment in stability. 

The Peace Corps has a daily direct 
impact by meeting the needs of foreign 
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communities with its volunteers serv-
ing as teachers, business advisors, in-
formation technology consultants, ag-
riculture workers, and HIV/AIDS edu-
cators. Indeed, these services directly 
contribute to the strategic priorities of 
our national security, because address-
ing poverty and public health issues 
helps promote global stability. As one 
of many examples, today the Peace 
Corps volunteers are playing an impor-
tant role in implementing President 
Bush’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Re-
lief. 

In recent years the Peace Corps has 
increased in size, in response to a grow-
ing need for its services. I am happy to 
see that it has over 7,700 volunteers 
working in 73 countries, and hope it 
continues to expand its reach. 

I am especially proud of the Min-
nesota volunteers who are currently 
serving around the world, of which 
there are currently over 200. To them, 
and to the over 5,000 returned Minneso-
tan volunteers, I want to express my 
heartfelt thanks, for their great efforts 
to spread Minnesotan values of dedica-
tion, integrity, and hard work to an-
other part of the world. Among these 
veterans is Mr. Robert Tschetter, the 
current director of the Peace Corps and 
one of my constituents. I was honored 
to help confirm Mr. Tschetter during 
my tenure as the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Subcommittee on West-
ern Hemisphere, Peace Corps and Nar-
cotics Affairs. 

A medieval Spanish Rabbi named 
Maimomedes said he believed that the 
world is held in balance between good 
and evil and a single act of goodness 
and virtue tips the balance. I believe 
that the actions made by Peace Corps 
volunteers all over the world work to 
tip the balance towards good everyday. 
It is because of this belief that I have 
consistently been a strong supporter of 
the Peace Corps. Again, I would like to 
express my deepest admiration and 
best wishes to the Peace Corps leader-
ship and its volunteers. Thank you for 
making the world a better place. 

f 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTEL-
LIGENCE RULES OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Rules 
of Procedure of the Select Committee 
on Intelligence be printed in the 
RECORD pursuant to paragraph 2 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

RULE 1. CONVENING OF MEETINGS 

1.1. The regular meeting day of the Select 
Committee on Intelligence for the trans-
action of Committee business shall be every 
other Wednesday of each month, unless oth-
erwise directed by the Chairman. 

1.2. The Chairman shall have authority, 
upon notice, to call such additional meetings 
of the Committee as he may deem necessary 

and may delegate such authority to any 
other member of the Committee. 

1.3. A special meeting of the Committee 
may be called at any time upon the written 
request of five or more members of the Com-
mittee filed with the Clerk of the Com-
mittee. 

1.4. In the case of any meeting of the Com-
mittee, other than a regularly scheduled 
meeting, the Clerk of the Committee shall 
notify every member of the Committee of 
the time and place of the meeting and shall 
give reasonable notice which, except in ex-
traordinary circumstances, shall be at least 
24 hours in advance of any meeting held in 
Washington, D.C. and at least 48 hours in the 
case of any meeting held outside Wash-
ington, D.C. 

1.5. If five members of the Committee have 
made a request in writing to the Chairman 
to call a meeting of the Committee, and the 
Chairman fails to call such a meeting within 
seven calendar days thereafter, including the 
day on which the written notice is sub-
mitted, these members may call a meeting 
by filing a written notice with the Clerk of 
the Committee who shall promptly notify 
each member of the Committee in writing of 
the date and time of the meeting. 

RULE 2. MEETING PROCEDURES 

2.1. Meetings of the Committee shall be 
open to the public except as provided in 
paragraph 5(b) of Rule XXVI of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate. 

2.2. It shall be the duty of the Staff Direc-
tor to keep or cause to be kept a record of all 
Committee proceedings. 

2.3. The Chairman of the Committee, or if 
the Chairman is not present the Vice Chair-
man, shall preside over all meetings of the 
Committee. In the absence of the Chairman 
and the Vice Chairman at any meeting, the 
ranking majority member, or if no majority 
member is present the ranking minority 
member present, shall preside. 

2.4. Except as otherwise provided in these 
Rules, decisions of the Committee shall be 
by a majority vote of the members present 
and voting. A quorum for the transaction of 
Committee business, including the conduct 
of executive sessions, shall consist of no less 
than one third of the Committee members, 
except that for the purpose of hearing wit-
nesses, taking sworn testimony, and receiv-
ing evidence under oath, a quorum may con-
sist of one Senator. 

2.5. A vote by any member of the Com-
mittee with respect to any measure or mat-
ter being considered by the Committee may 
be cast by proxy if the proxy authorization 
(1) is in writing; (2) designates the member of 
the Committee who is to exercise the proxy; 
and (3) is limited to a specific measure or 
matter and any amendments pertaining 
thereto. Proxies shall not be considered for 
the establishment of a quorum. 

2.6. Whenever the Committee by roll call 
vote reports any measure or matter, the re-
port of the Committee upon such measure or 
matter shall include a tabulation of the 
votes cast in favor of and the votes cast in 
opposition to such measure or matter by 
each member of the Committee. 

RULE 3. SUBCOMMITTEES 

Creation of subcommittees shall be by ma-
jority vote of the Committee. Subcommit-
tees shall deal with such legislation and 
oversight of programs and policies as the 
Committee may direct. The subcommittees 
shall be governed by the Rules of the Com-
mittee and by such other rules they may 
adopt which are consistent with the Rules of 
the Committee. Each subcommittee created 
shall have a chairman and a vice chairman 
who are selected by the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman, respectively. 

RULE 4. REPORTING OF MEASURES OR 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1. No measures or recommendations shall 
be reported, favorably or unfavorably, from 
the Committee unless a majority of the 
Committee is actually present and a major-
ity concur. 

4.2. In any case in which the Committee is 
unable to reach a unanimous decision, sepa-
rate views or reports may be presented by 
any member or members of the Committee. 

4.3. A member of the Committee who gives 
notice of his intention to file supplemental, 
minority, or additional views at the time of 
final Committee approval of a measure or 
matter, shall be entitled to not less than 
three working days in which to file such 
views, in writing with the Clerk of the Com-
mittee. Such views shall then be included in 
the Committee report and printed in the 
same volume, as a part thereof, and their in-
clusion shall be noted on the cover of the re-
port. 

4.4. Routine, non-legislative actions re-
quired of the Committee may be taken in ac-
cordance with procedures that have been ap-
proved by the Committee pursuant to these 
Committee Rules. 

RULE 5. NOMINATIONS 

5.1. Unless otherwise ordered by the Com-
mittee, nominations referred to the Com-
mittee shall be held for at least 14 days be-
fore being voted on by the Committee. 

5.2. Each member of the Committee shall 
be promptly furnished a copy of all nomina-
tions referred to the Committee. 

5.3. Nominees who are invited to appear be-
fore the Committee shall be heard in public 
session, except as provided in Rule 2.1. 

5.4. No confirmation hearing shall be held 
sooner than seven days after receipt of the 
background and financial disclosure state-
ment unless the time limit is waived by a 
majority vote of the Committee. 

5.5. The Committee vote on the confirma-
tion shall not be sooner than 48 hours after 
the Committee has received transcripts of 
the confirmation hearing unless the time 
limit is waived by unanimous consent of the 
Committee. 

5.6. No nomination shall be reported to the 
Senate unless the nominee has filed a back-
ground and financial disclosure statement 
with the Committee. 

RULE 6. INVESTIGATIONS 

No investigation shall be initiated by the 
Committee unless at least five members of 
the Committee have specifically requested 
the Chairman or the Vice Chairman to au-
thorize such an investigation. Authorized in-
vestigations may be conducted by members 
of the Committee and/or designated Com-
mittee staff members. 

RULE 7. SUBPOENAS 

Subpoenas authorized by the Committee 
for the attendance of witnesses or the pro-
duction of memoranda, documents, records, 
or any other material may be issued by the 
Chairman, the Vice Chairman, or any mem-
ber of the Committee designated by the 
Chairman, and may be served by any person 
designated by the Chairman, Vice Chairman 
or member issuing the subpoenas. Each sub-
poena shall have attached thereto a copy of 
S. Res. 400 of the 94th Congress, and a copy 
of these rules. 

RULE 8. PROCEDURES RELATED TO THE TAKING 
OF TESTIMONY 

8.1. NOTICE.—Witnesses required to appear 
before the Committee shall be given reason-
able notice and all witnesses shall be fur-
nished a copy of these Rules. 

8.2. OATH OR AFFIRMATION.—At the direc-
tion of the Chairman or Vice Chairman, tes-
timony of witnesses shall be given under 
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oath or affirmation which may be adminis-
tered by any member of the Committee. 

8.3. INTERROGATION.—Committee interroga-
tion shall be conducted by members of the 
Committee and such Committee staff as are 
authorized by the Chairman, Vice Chairman, 
or the presiding member. 

8.4. COUNSEL FOR THE WITNESS.—(a) Any 
witness may be accompanied by counsel. A 
witness who is unable to obtain counsel may 
inform the Committee of such fact. If the 
witness informs the Committee of this fact 
at least 24 hours prior to his or her appear-
ance before the Committee, the Committee 
shall then endeavor to obtain voluntary 
counsel for the witness. Failure to obtain 
such counsel will not excuse the witness 
from appearing and testifying. 

(b) Counsel shall conduct themselves in an 
ethical and professional manner. Failure to 
do so shall, upon a finding to that effect by 
a majority of the members present, subject 
such counsel to disciplinary action which 
may include warning, censure, removal, or a 
recommendation of contempt proceedings. 

(c) There shall be no direct or cross-exam-
ination by counsel. However, counsel may 
submit in writing any question he wishes 
propounded to his client or to any other wit-
ness and may, at the conclusion of his cli-
ent’s testimony, suggest the presentation of 
other evidence or the calling of other wit-
nesses. The Committee may use such ques-
tions and dispose of such suggestions as it 
deems appropriate. 

8.5. STATEMENTS BY WITNESSES.—A witness 
may make a statement, which shall be brief 
and relevant, at the beginning and conclu-
sion of his or her testimony. Such state-
ments shall not exceed a reasonable period of 
time as determined by the Chairman, or 
other presiding members. Any witness re-
quired or desiring to make a prepared or 
written statement for the record of the pro-
ceedings shall file a paper and electronic 
copy with the Clerk of the Committee, and 
insofar as practicable and consistent with 
the notice given, shall do so at least 48 hours 
in advance of his or her appearance before 
the Committee. 

8.6. OBJECTIONS AND RULINGS.—Any objec-
tion raised by a witness or counsel shall be 
ruled upon by the Chairman or other pre-
siding member, and such ruling shall be the 
ruling of the Committee unless a majority of 
the Committee present overrules the ruling 
of the chair. 

8.7. INSPECTION AND CORRECTION.—All wit-
nesses testifying before the Committee shall 
be given a reasonable opportunity to inspect, 
in the office of the Committee, the tran-
script of their testimony to determine 
whether such testimony was correctly tran-
scribed. The witness may be accompanied by 
counsel. Any corrections the witness desires 
to make in the transcript shall be submitted 
in writing to the Committee within five days 
from the date when the transcript was made 
available to the witness. Corrections shall be 
limited to grammar and minor editing, and 
may not be made to change the substance of 
the testimony. Any questions arising with 
respect to such corrections shall be decided 
by the Chairman. Upon request, those parts 
of testimony given by a witness in executive 
session which are subsequently quoted or 
made part of a public record shall be made 
available to that witness at his or her ex-
pense. 

8.8. REQUESTS TO TESTIFY.—The Committee 
will consider requests to testify on any mat-
ter or measure pending before the Com-
mittee. A person who believes that testi-
mony or other evidence presented at a public 
hearing, or any comment made by a Com-
mittee member or a member of the Com-
mittee staff, may tend to affect adversely his 
or her reputation may request to appear per-

sonally before the Committee to testify on 
his or her own behalf, or may file a sworn 
statement of facts relevant to the testimony, 
evidence, or comment, or may submit to the 
Chairman proposed questions in writing for 
the cross-examination of other witnesses. 
The Committee shall take such action as it 
deems appropriate. 

8.9. CONTEMPT PROCEDURES.—No rec-
ommendation that a person be cited for con-
tempt of Congress or that a subpoena be oth-
erwise enforced shall be forwarded to the 
Senate unless and until the Committee has, 
upon notice to all its members, met and con-
sidered the recommendation, afforded the 
person an opportunity to state in writing or 
in person why he or she should not be held in 
contempt or that the subpoena be otherwise 
enforced, and agreed by majority vote of the 
Committee to forward such recommendation 
to the Senate. 

8.10. RELEASE OF NAME OF WITNESS.—Un-
less authorized by the Chairman, the name 
of any witness scheduled to be heard by the 
Committee shall not be released prior to, or 
after, his or her appearance before the Com-
mittee. Upon authorization by the Chairman 
to release the name of a witness under this 
paragraph, the Vice Chairman shall be noti-
fied of such authorization as soon as prac-
ticable thereafter. No name of any witness 
shall be released if such release would dis-
close classified information, unless author-
ized under Section 8 of S. Res. 400 of the 94th 
Congress or Rule 9.7. 
RULE 9. PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING CLASSIFIED 

OR COMMITTEE SENSITIVE MATERIAL 
9.1. Committee staff offices shall operate 

under strict precautions. At least one United 
States Capitol Police Officer shall be on duty 
at all times at the entrance of the Com-
mittee to control entry. Before entering the 
Committee office space all persons shall 
identify themselves and provide identifica-
tion as requested. 

9.2. Classified documents and material 
shall be stored in authorized security con-
tainers located within the Committee’s Sen-
sitive Compartmented Information Facility 
(SCIF). Copying, duplicating, or removing 
from the Committee offices of such docu-
ments and other materials is prohibited ex-
cept as is necessary for the conduct of Com-
mittee business, and in conformity with Rule 
10.3 hereof. All classified documents or mate-
rials removed from the Committee offices for 
such authorized purposes must be returned 
to the Committee’s SCIF for overnight stor-
age. 

9.3. ‘‘Committee sensitive’’ means informa-
tion or material that pertains to the con-
fidential business or proceedings of the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, within the 
meaning of paragraph 5 of Rule XXIX of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, and is: (1) in 
the possession or under the control of the 
Committee; (2) discussed or presented in an 
executive session of the Committee; (3) the 
work product of a Committee member or 
staff member; (4) properly identified or 
marked by a Committee member or staff 
member who authored the document; or (5) 
designated as such by the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman (or by the Staff Director and Mi-
nority Staff Director acting on their behalf). 
Committee sensitive documents and mate-
rials that are classified shall be handled in 
the same manner as classified documents 
and material in Rule 9.2. Unclassified com-
mittee sensitive documents and materials 
shall be stored in a manner to protect 
against unauthorized disclosure. 

9.4. Each member of the Committee shall 
at all times have access to all papers and 
other material received from any source. 
The Staff Director shall be responsible for 
the maintenance, under appropriate security 

procedures, of a document control and ac-
countability registry which will number and 
identify all classified papers and other clas-
sified materials in the possession of the 
Committee, and such registry shall be avail-
able to any member of the Committee. 

9.5. Whenever the Select Committee on In-
telligence makes classified material avail-
able to any other committee of the Senate or 
to any member of the Senate not a member 
of the Committee, such material shall be ac-
companied by a verbal or written notice to 
the recipients advising of their responsi-
bility to protect such materials pursuant to 
section 8 of S. Res. 400 of the 94th Congress. 
The Security Director of the Committee 
shall ensure that such notice is provided and 
shall maintain a written record identifying 
the particular information transmitted and 
the committee or members of the Senate re-
ceiving such information. 

9.6. Access to classified information sup-
plied to the Committee shall be limited to 
those Committee staff members with appro-
priate security clearance and a need-to- 
know, as determined by the Committee, and, 
under the Committee’s direction, the Staff 
Director and Minority Staff Director. 

9.7. No member of the Committee or of the 
Committee staff shall disclose, in whole or in 
part or by way of summary, the contents of 
any classified or committee sensitive papers, 
materials, briefings, testimony, or other in-
formation in the possession of the Com-
mittee to any other person, except as speci-
fied in this rule. Committee members and 
staff do not need prior approval to disclose 
classified or committee sensitive informa-
tion to persons in the Executive branch, the 
members and staff the House Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, and the 
members and staff of the Senate, provided 
that the following conditions are met: (1) for 
classified information, the recipients of the 
information must possess appropriate secu-
rity clearances (or have access to the infor-
mation by virtue of their office); (2) for all 
information, the recipients of the informa-
tion must have a need-to-know such infor-
mation for an official governmental purpose; 
and (3) for all information, the Committee 
members and staff who provide the informa-
tion must be engaged in the routine perform-
ance of Committee legislative or oversight 
duties. Otherwise, classified and committee 
sensitive information may only be disclosed 
to persons outside the Committee (to include 
any congressional committee, Member of 
Congress, congressional staff, or specified 
non-governmental persons who support intel-
ligence activities) with the prior approval of 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Committee, or the Staff Director and Minor-
ity Staff Director acting on their behalf, 
consistent with the requirements that classi-
fied information may only be disclosed to 
persons with appropriate security clearances 
and a need-to-know such information for an 
official governmental purpose. Public disclo-
sure of classified information in the posses-
sion of the Committee may only be author-
ized in accordance with Section 8 of S. Res. 
400 of the 94th Congress. 

9.8. Failure to abide by Rule 9.7 shall con-
stitute grounds for referral to the Select 
Committee on Ethics pursuant to Section 8 
of S. Res. 400 of the 94th Congress. Prior to 
a referral to the Select Committee on Ethics 
pursuant to Section 8 of S. Res. 400, the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman shall notify 
the Majority Leader and Minority Leader. 

9.9. Before the Committee makes any deci-
sion regarding the disposition of any testi-
mony, papers, or other materials presented 
to it, the Committee members shall have a 
reasonable opportunity to examine all perti-
nent testimony, papers, and other materials 
that have been obtained by the members of 
the Committee or the Committee staff. 
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9.10. Attendance of persons outside the 

Committee at closed meetings of the Com-
mittee shall be kept at a minimum and shall 
be limited to persons with appropriate secu-
rity clearance and a need-to-know the infor-
mation under consideration for the execu-
tion of their official duties. The Security Di-
rector of the Committee may require that 
notes taken at such meetings by any person 
in attendance shall be returned to the secure 
storage area in the Committee’s offices at 
the conclusion of such meetings, and may be 
made available to the department, agency, 
office, committee, or entity concerned only 
in accordance with the security procedures 
of the Committee. 

RULE 10. STAFF 
10.1. For purposes of these rules, Com-

mittee staff includes employees of the Com-
mittee, consultants to the Committee, or 
any other person engaged by contract or oth-
erwise to perform services for or at the re-
quest of the Committee. To the maximum 
extent practicable, the Committee shall rely 
on its full-time employees to perform all 
staff functions. No individual may be re-
tained as staff of the Committee or to per-
form services for the Committee unless that 
individual holds appropriate security clear-
ances. 

10.2. The appointment of Committee staff 
shall be approved by the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman, acting jointly, or, at the initia-
tive of both or either be confirmed by a ma-
jority vote of the Committee. After approval 
or confirmation, the Chairman shall certify 
Committee staff appointments to the Finan-
cial Clerk of the Senate in writing. No Com-
mittee staff shall be given access to any 
classified information or regular access to 
the Committee offices until such Committee 
staff has received an appropriate security 
clearance as described in Section 6 of S. Res. 
400 of the 94th Congress. 

10.3. The Committee staff works for the 
Committee as a whole, under the supervision 
of the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Committee. The duties of the Committee 
staff shall be performed, and Committee 
staff personnel affairs and day-to-day oper-
ations, including security and control of 
classified documents and material, shall be 
administered under the direct supervision 
and control of the Staff Director. All Com-
mittee staff shall work exclusively on intel-
ligence oversight issues for the Committee. 
The Minority Staff Director and the Minor-
ity Counsel shall be kept fully informed re-
garding all matters and shall have access to 
all material in the files of the Committee. 

10.4. The Committee staff shall assist the 
minority as fully as the majority in the ex-
pression of minority views, including assist-
ance in the preparation and filing of addi-
tional, separate, and minority views, to the 
end that all points of view may be fully con-
sidered by the Committee and the Senate. 

10.5. The members of the Committee staff 
shall not discuss either the substance or pro-
cedure of the work of the Committee with 
any person not a member of the Committee 
or the Committee staff for any purpose or in 
connection with any proceeding, judicial or 
otherwise, either during their tenure as a 
member of the Committee staff or at any 
time thereafter, except as directed by the 
Committee in accordance with Section 8 of 
S. Res. 400 of the 94th Congress and the pro-
visions of these rules, or in the event of the 
termination of the Committee, in such a 
manner as may be determined by the Senate. 

10.6. No member of the Committee staff 
shall be employed by the Committee unless 
and until such a member of the Committee 
staff agrees in writing, as a condition of em-
ployment, to abide by the conditions of the 
nondisclosure agreement promulgated by the 

Select Committee on Intelligence, pursuant 
to Section 6 of S. Res. 400 of the 94th Con-
gress, and to abide by the Committee’s code 
of conduct. 

10.7. No member of the Committee staff 
shall be employed by the Committee unless 
and until such a member of the Committee 
staff agrees in writing, as a condition of em-
ployment, to notify the Committee or, in the 
event of the Committee’s termination, the 
Senate of any request for his or her testi-
mony, either during his or her tenure as a 
member of the Committee staff or at any 
time thereafter with respect to information 
which came into his or her possession by vir-
tue of his or her position as a member of the 
Committee staff. Such information shall not 
be disclosed in response to such requests ex-
cept as directed by the Committee in accord-
ance with Section 8 of S. Res. 400 of the 94th 
Congress and the provisions of these rules or, 
in the event of the termination of the Com-
mittee, in such manner as may be deter-
mined by the Senate. 

10.8. The Committee shall immediately 
consider action to be taken in the case of 
any member of the Committee staff who fails 
to conform to any of these Rules. Such dis-
ciplinary action may include, but shall not 
be limited to, immediate dismissal from the 
Committee staff. 

10.9. Within the Committee staff shall be 
an element with the capability to perform 
audits of programs and activities undertaken 
by departments and agencies with intel-
ligence functions. Such element shall be 
comprised of persons qualified by training 
and/or experience to carry out such functions 
in accordance with accepted auditing stand-
ards. 

10.10. The workplace of the Committee 
shall be free from illegal use, possession, 
sale, or distribution of controlled substances 
by its employees. Any violation of such pol-
icy by any member of the Committee staff 
shall be grounds for termination of employ-
ment. Further, any illegal use of controlled 
substances by a member of the Committee 
staff, within the workplace or otherwise, 
shall result in reconsideration of the secu-
rity clearance of any such staff member and 
may constitute grounds for termination of 
employment with the Committee. 

10.11. All personnel actions affecting the 
staff of the Committee shall be made free 
from any discrimination based on race, 
color, religion, sex, national origin, age, 
handicap, or disability. 

RULE 11. PREPARATION FOR COMMITTEE 
MEETINGS 

11.1. Under direction of the Chairman and 
the Vice Chairman designated Committee 
staff members shall brief members of the 
Committee at a time sufficiently prior to 
any Committee meeting to assist the Com-
mittee members in preparation for such 
meeting and to determine any matter which 
the Committee member might wish consid-
ered during the meeting. Such briefing shall, 
at the request of a member, include a list of 
all pertinent papers and other materials that 
have been obtained by the Committee that 
bear on matters to be considered at the 
meeting. 

11.2. The Staff Director shall recommend 
to the Chairman and the Vice Chairman the 
testimony, papers, and other materials to be 
presented to the Committee at any meeting. 
The determination whether such testimony, 
papers, and other materials shall be pre-
sented in open or executive session shall be 
made pursuant to the Rules of the Senate 
and Rules of the Committee. 

11.3. The Staff Director shall ensure that 
covert action programs of the U.S. Govern-
ment receive appropriate consideration by 
the Committee no less frequently than once 
a quarter. 

RULE 12. LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR 
12.1. The Clerk of the Committee shall 

maintain a printed calendar for the informa-
tion of each Committee member showing the 
measures introduced and referred to the 
Committee and the status of such measures; 
nominations referred to the Committee and 
their status; and such other matters as the 
Committee determines shall be included. The 
Calendar shall be revised from time to time 
to show pertinent changes. A copy of each 
such revision shall be furnished to each 
member of the Committee. 

12.2. Unless otherwise ordered by them, 
measures referred to the Committee shall be 
referred by the Chairman and Vice Chairman 
to the appropriate department or agency of 
the Government for reports thereon. 

RULE 13. COMMITTEE TRAVEL 
13.1. No member of the Committee or Com-

mittee staff shall travel abroad on Com-
mittee business unless specifically author-
ized by the Chairman and Vice Chairman. 
Requests for authorization of such travel 
shall state the purpose and extent of the 
trip. A full report shall be filed with the 
Committee when travel is completed. 

13.2. No member of the Committee staff 
shall travel within this country on Com-
mittee business unless specifically author-
ized by the Staff Director. 

RULE 14. CHANGES IN RULES 
These Rules may be modified, amended, or 

repealed by the Committee, provided that a 
notice in writing of the proposed change has 
been given to each member at least 48 hours 
prior to the meeting at which action thereon 
is to be taken. 

f 

DIGNITY FOR WOUNDED 
WARRIORS ACT 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a proud cosponsor of the Dig-
nity for Wounded Warriors Act. While 
reading the recent news reports regard-
ing the situation at Walter Reed Army 
Medical Hospital, I was incensed when 
I discovered that our brave men and 
women who have risked their lives in 
service to our country are currently 
convalescing under conditions that are 
nothing less than disgraceful—and, 
frankly, disrespectful of all who so 
honorably wear our Nation’s uniform. 
This abomination is a far cry from the 
timeless words of President Theodore 
Roosevelt, who once said that ‘‘a man 
who is good enough to shed his blood 
for his country is good enough to be 
given a square deal afterwards.’’ 

I applaud Senators OBAMA and 
MCCASKILL for swiftly responding to 
these shameful revelations by intro-
ducing this legislation at a time when 
more than 600,000 courageous service 
men and women have returned from 
combat in both Iraq and Afghanistan. 
In the past, Senator OBAMA and I have 
worked in a bipartisan manner to bol-
ster the military’s ability to detect and 
treat traumatic brain injury, reduce 
the claims at the Veterans Benefits Ad-
ministration, VBA, and most recently, 
we have fought to improve the ability 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs 
to provide Congress with an accurate 
assessment of returning veterans 
health care and benefits needs. I also 
appreciate Senator MCCASKILL’s advo-
cacy on this issue, and I look forward 
to working with her in the future. 
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During the past few weeks, the Wash-

ington Post has reported in scrupulous 
detail the dire and startling conditions 
at recuperation facilities used by Wal-
ter Reed Army Medical Center—the 
very facility replete with moldy walls, 
broken elevators, bug infestation, a 
lack of support programs, and general 
disrepair. These confines are not even 
habitable, not to mention acceptable, 
in any way, shape or form for the pro-
vision of health care to America’s fin-
est. Above all, such degrading medical 
quarters ultimately send the wrong 
message to our troops who have risked 
their lives in defense of our country 
that somehow they are fit and capable 
enough to serve us but not enough for 
us to serve them. Although the Walter 
Reed Army Medical Hospital has re-
mained the preeminent health facility 
for wounded and recovering service 
members ever since the admittance of 
its first patients on May 1, 1909, these 
recent news reports have uncovered 
blatant defects in U.S. military health 
facilities that must be fixed imme-
diately. 

In order to ensure that these stalwart 
Americans receive the treatment they 
have earned and that is unquestionably 
well deserved, this legislation will es-
tablish stringent standards for mili-
tary outpatient housing, requiring that 
concomitant dormitories match the ex-
isting services standard for Active- 
Duty barracks, and mandating that all 
requests for repairs be completed with-
in 15 days or alternate housing must be 
offered. Additionally, recent reports 
have revealed Walter Reed Army Med-
ical Hospital’s lack of support coun-
seling to assist troops and their fami-
lies in times of need. To alleviate these 
concerns, our legislation will require 
an emergency medical technician, 
EMT, and a crisis counselor at all out-
patient residences, while creating an 
inspection team to ensure that high- 
level military officials are aware of all 
problems occurring at medical facili-
ties, including those related to per-
sonnel and maintenance. 

Furthermore, the Dignity for Wound-
ed Warriors Act will help solve recent 
problems regarding the overwhelming 
workloads for military caseworkers, 
which have, unfortunately, left count-
less service members helpless. This leg-
islation will not only increase the 
number of caseworkers at military out-
patient facilities but will establish an 
interim ratio of one caseworker and 
one supervising noncommissioned offi-
cer for each 20 recovering service mem-
bers, while requiring staff training for 
the identification of mental illness and 
suicide prevention. 

This legislation will also address the 
processing delays for troops who seek a 
determination for their military status 
and disability level, which on average, 
takes as long as 7 months. This legisla-
tion would bring the Physical Dis-
ability Evaluation System under one 
command in order to reduce lengthy 
bureaucratic delays that have left even 
the most severely injured service mem-

bers without a health determination 
for unnecessary lengths of time. 

Family members also carry a large 
burden for the sacrifices made by their 
loved ones in uniform. In order to ease 
the burdens of the health care process 
for these families, our legislation cre-
ates two 24-hour crisis counseling and 
family assistance hotlines and requires 
the creation of a single manual for out-
patient care procedures, which will 
allow families to access all of the infor-
mation they need to help care for their 
loved one. Sadly, family members are 
often forced to decide between attend-
ing to their loved one or keeping their 
job—a decision that no family member 
of our courageous troops should ever 
have to make. Therefore, this legisla-
tion provides Federal protections for 
the jobs of family members who are 
caring for a recovering service mem-
ber, while extending medical care to 
family members who are living at mili-
tary treatment facilities. 

And finally, one of the underlying 
concerns of the revelations at Walter 
Reed Army Medical Hospital was the 
lack of accountability and oversight at 
a facility which houses thousands of 
heroic Americans. This legislation 
would create a Wounded Warrior Over-
sight Board appointed by congressional 
leadership who will supervise the im-
plementation of this legislation’s pro-
visions and serve as an advocate for all 
recovering service members in the fu-
ture. 

The obligation of this country to its 
veterans is sacred and solemn and one 
that must be fulfilled every day. We 
should strive to put into action the 
words of President Lincoln that we 
must ‘‘care for him who shall have 
borne the battle . . .’’ Since the at-
tacks of September 11, millions of val-
orous American men and women have 
fearlessly and honorably answered the 
call to service. Congress must now do 
its duty and everything in its power to 
vigorously extend the finest medical 
treatment and care possible to troops 
upon their return—attention that is 
worthy of their tremendous and im-
measurable contributions to us all. 

Once again, I am pleased to join Sen-
ators OBAMA and MCCASKILL in intro-
ducing the Dignity for Wounded War-
riors Act because I believe it is crucial 
for Congress to provide our Nation’s 
veterans with a guarantee that they 
will never have to worry about dilapi-
dated living conditions in military hos-
pitals ever again, and I urge my col-
leagues to voice their support. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DAN CREGER 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a hard working, 
respected young man, Mr. Dan Creger. 
Dan is from Casper, WY, and has prov-
en that in spite of his disabilities, one 
man can have a great impact. 

Dan was born with arthrogryposis, a 
condition that causes multiple joint 
problems and limits the range of mo-
tion of a joint. As a result of this dis-

ease, Dan has spent most of his life in 
a wheelchair. Despite his disability, 
Dan refuses to be held back, relying 
not on public assistance but rather on 
his determined spirit and the support 
of friends and family to achieve his 
daily successes. 

Dan worked for the Bureau of Land 
Management for 20 years. Recently the 
BLM honored his service by presenting 
him with the Honor Award for Superior 
Service. Casper Field Office Manger, 
Jim Murkin said, ‘‘Dan is a Go to Guy! 
He is someone who you can depend on 
to get a job done. He always wants to 
stay busy. He hates doing nothing. He 
is a great asset to the BLM.’’ 

Four years ago Dan began working at 
the National Historical Interpretive 
Trails Center in Casper. The director of 
the center, Jude Carino, says that Dan 
‘‘always has a smile. He always has 
good things to say about people, and he 
doesn’t complain.’’ At the center Dan 
greets visitors, answers questions and 
leads tours for schools and other orga-
nized groups. In 2006 he assisted 8,000 
visitors, and guided nearly 2,000 school-
children through the facility. 

A volunteer for the National Histor-
ical Interpretive Trails Center said, ‘‘I 
have learned a lot from Dan in how to 
guide guests through the center. He is 
a wealth of knowledge and has a great 
sense of humor.’’ 

Dan’s life was thrown another curve 
when last summer he was diagnosed 
with esophageal cancer. But through it 
all he continues to have a positive atti-
tude. Dan said that when he was first 
told about the cancer he felt both sad-
ness and anger, but soon he decided 
that this was just another challenge 
for him to deal with. He said, ‘‘I’ve 
tried to go on with my life and take it 
day by day.’’ 

A friend of Mr. Creger summed it up 
best when he said, ‘‘In my eyes, Dan is 
a man of courage that stands 6 feet 
tall. He lives his life as any productive 
member of society and pushes aside 
any thought of pity for himself. He 
doesn’t let his physical limits or the 
threat of cancer keep him from achiev-
ing his goals in life. In this way, Dan is 
better than many men who face lesser 
challenges in life. I am proud to know 
Dan and be his friend.’’ 

It is obvious that Dan is a good, hard- 
working man who refuses to let life’s 
challenges stand in his way. Dan 
Creger is an inspiration to all of us, 
and I am honored to share his story. 

f 

HONORING EARL B. OLSON 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, we 
take this floor at different times for 
different reasons, to debate bills and 
talk about the condition of our country 
and its future. At times, we tend to ex-
aggerate the importance of the laws we 
pass to the progress of our society. I 
say that because there is no law to 
make people do the most important 
things: love their families, sacrifice for 
their communities, or create a legacy 
that will last for generations. 
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Today I rise to honor a great man 

who did those things and changed life 
on the Minnesota prairie for thousands 
of people who maybe never even heard 
his name. Today I want to pay tribute 
to the life and legacy of Earl B. Olson, 
an innovator for Minnesota agri-
culture, a leader in the Nation’s turkey 
industry, and a man of great faith. 

There is a passage in the Book of Isa-
iah that truly captures his life. In the 
midst of difficult times for Israel, it 
talks about a future day of blessing 
when God will: 
. . . bestow on them a crown of beauty in-
stead of ashes, the oil of gladness instead of 
mourning, and a garment of praise instead of 
a spirit of despair. They will be called oaks 
of righteousness, a planting of the LORD for 
the display of his splendor. 

If ever there was an ‘‘oak of right-
eousness,’’ it was Earl Olson, who 
brought beauty, gladness, and praise to 
the hearts of many. 

Earl Olson founded the Jennie-O Tur-
key Store in 1949. At that time, the 
Minnesota turkey industry was a tiny 
fraction of what it is today. Currently, 
Jennie-O is the largest turkey com-
pany in the United States, with Min-
nesota leading the Nation in turkey 
production. 

Born on May 8, 1915, Earl was the son 
of Swedish immigrants. He grew up on 
a farm outside of Murdock, MN, and at-
tended the West Central School of Ag-
riculture in Morris, MN, graduating in 
1932. 

Earl’s first job, at the age of 17, was 
at the Murdock Cooperative Creamery. 
Within 1 year, he became the manager 
of Swift Falls Creamery. 

As the story has been told, one day a 
woman came into the Swift Falls 
Creamery to purchase some ice. As 
Earl was chopping away at a small 
block of ice, another employee spilled 
100 gallons of scalding hot water on 
him, burning much of his body and 
sending him to the hospital. Fortu-
nately, the company had health insur-
ance and Earl was compensated with 
$1,000. With this money, Earl began his 
empire by purchasing 300 turkeys. 
After earning a dollar for each turkey, 
Earl soon began purchasing more. Fif-
teen years later, Earl found himself 
selling a half million turkeys annually. 
By 1970, Jennie-O turkeys were being 
sold across the entire Nation. Earl B. 
Olson saw the impossible as an oppor-
tunity; he turned a tragedy into a suc-
cess. 

Faith was always a central part in 
the life of Earl Olson. When Earl was 
young, he and his family were founding 
members of the Bethesda Lutheran 
Church. Earl was later a member of 
Vinje Lutheran Church and helped lead 
the church’s efforts in building a new 
facility. Throughout his life, his gen-
erosity helped countless troubled 
youth and prison inmates find their 
path to a better life. He always found 
time and resources to help people in 
their time of need. 

Earl undertook many leading roles in 
the turkey industry. He served as the 

president of the Minnesota Turkey 
Growers Association, director of the 
National Turkey Federation, and direc-
tor of the National Poultry and Egg 
Association. 

This past spring, I was privileged to 
have lunch with Earl. Even at the age 
of 90, I found him sharp and forward- 
looking. We had an engaging conversa-
tion about the future of the Minnesota 
turkey industry and the health of the 
Minnesota agricultural economy. It 
was an inspiration to still see the pas-
sion in his heart. 

Today, Jennie-O Turkey employs 
nearly 7,000 people and creates more 
than 1,500 products. Minnesota has 
been truly blessed to have a visionary 
leader like Earl B. Olson live in Min-
nesota and work to make our State a 
better place. 

America has many assets: abundant 
natural resources, good systems of 
health and education, and a great 
democratic tradition of the rule of law. 
We can never forget though, that part 
of our greatness comes from the ‘‘oaks 
of righteousness’’ among us. I am 
thankful to have known one: Earl B. 
Olson, who helped make Minnesota 
great. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

IN MEMORY OF DEANNE STONE 

∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today I speak to the memory of Deanne 
Stone of Framingham, MA, a dear 
friend of mine who passed away on 
Sunday, February 4, at the age of 67. I 
am deeply saddened by Deanne’s death 
and will keep her friends and family in 
my thoughts and prayers during this 
difficult time. 

Those of us who were lucky enough 
to know Deanne could not help but be 
touched by her kind and generous spir-
it. Throughout the town of Fra-
mingham, where she lived for 46 years 
after marrying her husband Harvey, 
she was known for being willing to help 
anyone who asked. Mr. Stone recently 
told the Boston Globe that one young 
man recently approached him to tell 
him that whenever he needed help with 
a school project, he knew that Mrs. 
Stone would be the best person to 
whom to go. 

In addition to always being willing to 
help her friends and neighbors, Deanne 
was also involved with many philan-
thropic efforts. Deeply inspired by her 
Jewish faith, Deanne believed in the 
power of individuals to make a dif-
ference through community service. To 
this end, she worked for numerous 
charitable organizations, developing a 
reputation as a dedicated and pro-
digious fundraiser. Throughout her ca-
reer, Deanne worked for both the Com-
bined Jewish Philanthropies of Greater 
Boston and B’nai B’rith International, 
for which she served as regional direc-
tor for New England. 

Deanne was also deeply involved with 
various educational organizations. She 

worked with both the Maimonides Jew-
ish Day School in Brookline, MA, and 
the Weizmann Institute of Science in 
Israel. She also worked with the Foun-
dation for Children’s Books, a Boston- 
based organization dedicated to pro-
moting literacy among young children 
in the hope of instilling in them a love 
of reading and learning. Deanne was in-
spired to get involved with this organi-
zation while visiting schools in 
Roxbury, MA. Deanne would interact 
with the students, be amazed at how 
intelligent they all were, and wondered 
why many of them were not succeeding 
in the classroom. She believed that if 
these young people could be taught to 
love reading at the earliest age pos-
sible, they might gain a sense of dis-
covery that would inspire them to 
achieve academically. 

Such a dedication toward education 
is not surprising, coming from someone 
who was as dedicated a student as 
Deanne. While attending Weaver High 
School in Hartford, CT, where she was 
born and raised, Deanne was involved 
in numerous extracurricular activities, 
including a stint as editor of the high 
school’s newspaper. Even with so much 
on her plate, she was still valedictorian 
of her high school class in 1957. Five 
years later, she graduated from the 
prestigious Brandeis University. 

Mr. President, when looking back at 
the life of a person as warm and altru-
istic as Deanne Stone, who affected so 
many people in such a positive way, it 
is excruciatingly difficult to find the 
words to sum it up, while also doing 
Deanne justice. Be that as it may, I be-
lieve Deanne’s sister, Barbara Gordon, 
another dear friend of mine, put it best 
when she wrote in a letter that was 
read aloud at Deanne’s funeral that 
‘‘The world will be emptier without my 
sister Deanne, but the world is a better 
place for her having been in it for 67 
years!’’ I couldn’t have put it better 
myself.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:02 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 556. An act to ensure national secu-
rity while promoting foreign investment and 
the creation and maintenance of jobs, to re-
form the process by which such investments 
are examined for any effect they may have 
on national security, to establish the Com-
mittee on Foreign Investment in the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 52. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of American 
Heart Month. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 12:12 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
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Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 49. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
1300 North Frontage Road in West Vail, Colo-
rado, as the ‘‘Gerald R. Ford, Jr. Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 335. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
152 North 5th Street in Laramie, Wyoming, 
as the ‘‘Gale W. McGee Post Office’’. 

H.R. 433. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
1700 Main Street in Little Rock, Arkansas, 
as the ‘‘Scipio A. Jones Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

H.R. 514. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
16150 Aviation Loop Drive in Brooksville, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Sergeant Lea Robert Mills 
Brooksville Aviation Branch Post Office’’. 

H.R. 521. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
2633 11th Street in Rock Island, Illinois, as 
the ‘‘Lane Evans Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 577. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
3903 South Congress Avenue in Austin, 
Texas, as the ‘‘Sergeant Henry Ybarra III 
Post Office Building’’. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD). 

At 6:14 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 800. An act to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to establish an efficient 
system to enable employees to form, join, or 
assist labor organizations, to provide for 
mandatory injunctions for unfair labor prac-
tices during organizing efforts, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 556. An act to ensure national secu-
rity while promoting foreign investment and 
the creation and maintenance of jobs, to re-
form the process by which such investments 
are examined for any effect they may have 
on national security, to establish the Com-
mittee on Foreign Investment in the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 52. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of American 
Heart Month; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

H.R. 800. An act to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to establish an efficient 
system to enable employees to form, join, or 
assist labor organizations, to provide for 
mandatory injunctions for unfair labor prac-
tices during organizing efforts, and for other 
purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–871. A communication from the Deputy 
General Counsel, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the (34) re-
ports relative to vacancy announcements 
that have occurred within the Department 
since October 23, 2001 as well as (10) reports 
of revisions to selected reports submitted on 
the same date, received on February 28, 2007; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–872. A communication from the General 
Counsel, National Credit Union Administra-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘12 CFR Part 701— 
General Lending Maturity Limit and Other 
Financial Services’’ (RIN3133–AD30) received 
on February 28, 2007; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–873. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the development of 
a comprehensive plan for the facilities at the 
Idaho National Laboratory; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC–874. A communication from the Inspec-
tor General, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the use of funds 
under section 1113 of the Social Security Act; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–875. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In-
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Depreciation of 
MACRS Property Acquired in a Like-Kind 
Exchange for an Involuntary Conversion’’ 
((RIN1545–BF37)(TD 9314)) received on Feb-
ruary 28, 2007; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–876. A communication from the Regula-
tions Coordinator, Office of the Secretary, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Implementation of OMB 
Guidance on Nonprocurement Debarment 
and Suspension’’ (2 CFR Part 376) received on 
February 28, 2007; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–877. A communication from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Letter Re-
port: Comparative Analysis of Actual Cash 
Collection to the Revised Revenue Estimate 
Through the 3rd Quarter of Fiscal Year 
2006’’; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
without amendment: 

S. 84. A bill to establish a United States 
Boxing Commission to administer the Act, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 110–28). 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 

Report to accompany S. 184, A bill to pro-
vide improved rail and surface transpor-
tation security (Rept. No. 110–29). 

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment, and with 
a preamble: 

H. Con. Res. 44. A concurrent resolution 
honoring and praising the National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored People 
on the occasion of its 98th anniversary. 

S. Res. 78. A resolution designating April 
2007 as ‘‘National Autism Awareness Month’’ 
and supporting efforts to increase funding 
for research into the causes and treatment of 
autism and to improve training and support 
for individuals with autism and those who 
care for individuals with autism. 

S. Res. 84. A resolution observing February 
23, 2007, as the 200th anniversary of the aboli-
tion of the slave trade in the British Empire, 
honoring the distinguished life and legacy of 
William Wilberforce, and encouraging the 
people of the United States to follow the ex-
ample of William Wilberforce by selflessly 
pursuing respect for human rights around 
the world. 

S. Con. Res. 10. A concurrent resolution 
honoring and praising the National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored People 
on the occasion of its 98th anniversary. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

John Preston Bailey, of West Virginia, to 
be United States District Judge for the 
Northern District of West Virginia. 

Otis D. Wright II, of California, to be 
United States District Judge for the Central 
District of California. 

George H. Wu, of California, to be United 
States District Judge for the Central Dis-
trict of California.

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Ms. 
STABENOW): 

S. 720. A bill to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to authorize the Governor of a 
State, territory, or possession of the United 
States to order that the National flag be 
flown at half-staff in that State, territory, or 
possession in the event of the death of a 
member of the Armed Forces from that 
State, territory, or possession who dies while 
serving on active duty; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. BINGA-
MAN): 

S. 721. A bill to allow travel between the 
United States and Cuba; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
KYL): 

S. 722. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to 
jointly conduct a study of certain land adja-
cent to the Walnut Canyon National Monu-
ment in the State of Arizona; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HAGEL (for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

S. 723. A bill to provide certain enhance-
ments to the Montgomery GI Bill Program 
for certain individuals who serve as members 
of the Armed Forces after the September 11, 
2001, terrorist attacks, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS): 
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S. 724. A bill to extend the Federal recogni-

tion to the Little Shell Tribe of Chippewa In-
dians of Montana, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Ms. 
COLLINS): 

S. 725. A bill to amend the Nonindigenous 
Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control 
Act of 1990 to reauthorize and improve that 
Act; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. VOINO-
VICH, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
OBAMA, Mr. COLEMAN, Ms. STABENOW, 
and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 726. A bill to amend section 42 of title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit the importa-
tion and shipment of certain species of carp; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. AKAKA, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. LOTT, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, and Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 727. A bill to improve and expand geo-
graphic literacy among kindergarten 
through grade 12 students in the United 
States by improving professional develop-
ment programs for kindergarten through 
grade 12 teachers offered through institu-
tions of higher education; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 728. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

the Army to carry out restoration projects 
along the Middle Rio Grande; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. SALAZAR: 
S. 729. A bill to better provide for com-

pensation for certain persons injured in the 
course of employment at the Rocky Flats 
site in Colorado; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Ms. MI-
KULSKI): 

S. 730. A bill to amend the Help America 
Vote Act of 2002 to protect voting rights and 
to improve the administration of Federal 
elections, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. SALAZAR (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. WEBB, Mr. TESTER, 
and Mr. BUNNING): 

S. 731. A bill to develop a methodology for, 
and complete, a national assessment of geo-
logical storage capacity for carbon dioxide, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY): 

S. 732. A bill to empower Peace Corps vol-
unteers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Ms. 
COLLINS): 

S. 733. A bill to promote the development 
of health care cooperatives that will help 
businesses to pool the health care purchasing 
power of employers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 734. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to reduce the rate of the 
tentative minimum tax for noncorporate 
taxpayers to 24 percent; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
COLEMAN, and Mr. KYL): 

S. 735. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to improve the terrorist hoax 
statute; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr. 
SMITH): 

S. 736. A bill to provide for the regulation 
and oversight of laboratory tests; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. OBAMA: 
S. 737. A bill to amend the Help America 

Vote Act of 2002 in order to measure, com-
pare, and improve the quality of voter access 
to polls and voter services in the administra-
tion of Federal elections in the States; to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. COLE-
MAN): 

S. 738. A bill to amend the Small Business 
Act to improve the Office of International 
Trade, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. KERRY, Ms. 
CANTWELL, and Mrs. LINCOLN): 

S. 739. A bill to provide disadvantaged chil-
dren with access to dental services; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. LUGAR): 

S. 740. A bill to establish in the Depart-
ment of Commerce an Under Secretary for 
United States Direct Investment, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Ms. COLLINS: 
S. 741. A bill to amend the Magnuson-Ste-

vens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act to establish a grant program to ensure 
waterfront access for commercial fishermen, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BROWN, Mrs. 
CLINTON, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 742. A bill to amend the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act to reduce the health 
risks posed by asbestos-containing products, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. SMITH, 
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. BUNNING, 
Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. THOMAS): 

S. 743. A bill to amend title 36, United 
States Code, to modify the individuals eligi-
ble for associate membership in the Military 
Order of the Purple Heart of the United 
States of America, Incorporated; considered 
and passed. 

By Mr. McCAIN: 
S. 744. A bill to provide greater public safe-

ty by making more spectrum available to 
public safety, to establish the Public Safety 
Interoperable Communications Working 
Group to provide standards for public safety 
spectrum needs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU: 
S. 745. A bill to provide for increased ex-

port assistance staff in areas in which the 
President declared a major disaster as a re-
sult of Hurricane Katrina of 2005 and Hurri-
cane Rita of 2005; to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. DODD, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. CRAPO): 

S.J. Res. 4. A joint resolution to acknowl-
edge a long history of official depredations 
and ill-conceived policies by the United 
States Government regarding Indian tribes 
and offer an apology to all Native Peoples on 
behalf of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BROWN-
BACK, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. COLEMAN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
BROWN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida): 

S. Res. 92. A resolution calling for the im-
mediate and unconditional release of soldiers 
of Israel held captive by Hamas and 
Hezbollah; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
STEVENS): 

S. Con. Res. 15. A concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the Rotunda of the Capitol to be 
used on March 29, 2007, for a ceremony to 
award the Congressional Gold Medal to the 
Tuskegee Airmen; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. 
MCCAIN): 

S. Con. Res. 16. A concurrent resolution 
calling on the Government of Uganda and 
the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) to recom-
mit to a political solution to the conflict in 
northern Uganda and to recommence vital 
peace talks, and urging immediate and sub-
stantial support for the ongoing peace proc-
ess from the United States and the inter-
national community; considered and agreed 
to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 22 

At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KERRY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 22, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish a program of 
educational assistance for members of 
the Armed Forces who serve in the 
Armed Forces after September 11, 2001, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 93 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
93, a bill to authorize NTIA to borrow 
against anticipated receipts of the Dig-
ital Television and Public Safety Fund 
to initiate migration to a national IP- 
enabled emergency network capable of 
receiving and responding to all citizen 
activated emergency communications. 

S. 117 

At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 117, a bill to amend ti-
tles 10 and 38, United States Code, to 
improve benefits and services for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces, veterans of 
the Global War on Terrorism, and 
other veterans, to require reports on 
the effects of the Global War on Ter-
rorism, and for other purposes. 

S. 206 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the Senator 
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from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) 
and the Senator from Michigan (Ms. 
STABENOW) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 206, a bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to repeal the Govern-
ment pension offset and windfall elimi-
nation provisions. 

S. 214 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and the 
Senator from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 214, a 
bill to amend chapter 35 of title 28, 
United States Code, to preserve the 
independence of United States attor-
neys. 

S. 225 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
225, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to expand the number of 
individuals qualifying for retroactive 
benefits from traumatic injury protec-
tion coverage under Servicemembers’ 
Group Life Insurance. 

S. 335 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 335, a bill to prohibit the Internal 
Revenue Service from using private 
debt collection companies, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 367 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 367, a bill to amend the Tariff 
Act of 1930 to prohibit the import, ex-
port, and sale of goods made with 
sweatshop labor, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 388 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 388, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to provide a na-
tional standard in accordance with 
which nonresidents of a State may 
carry concealed firearms in the State. 

S. 394 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 394, a bill to amend the Humane 
Methods of Livestock Slaughter Act of 
1958 to ensure the humane slaughter of 
nonambulatory livestock, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 442 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
442, a bill to provide for loan repay-
ment for prosecutors and public defend-
ers. 

S. 450 
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 450, a bill to amend title XVIII 

of the Social Security Act to repeal the 
medicare outpatient rehabilitation 
therapy caps. 

S. 496 
At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 496, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the program authorized by 
the Appalachian Regional Development 
Act of 1965. 

S. 535 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
COCHRAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 535, a bill to establish an Unsolved 
Crimes Section in the Civil Rights Di-
vision of the Department of Justice, 
and an Unsolved Civil Rights Crime In-
vestigative Office in the Civil Rights 
Unit of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, and for other purposes. 

S. 543 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne-

braska, the names of the Senator from 
New York (Mr. SCHUMER) and the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 543, a bill to 
improve Medicare beneficiary access by 
extending the 60 percent compliance 
threshold used to determine whether a 
hospital or unit of a hospital is an in-
patient rehabilitation facility under 
the Medicare program. 

S. 558 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 558, a bill to provide parity be-
tween health insurance coverage of 
mental health benefits and benefits for 
medical and surgical services. 

S. 563 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 563, a bill to extend the deadline 
by which State identification docu-
ments shall comply with certain min-
imum standards and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 571 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 571, a bill to withdraw normal 
trade relations treatment from, and 
apply certain provisions of title IV of 
the Trade Act of 1974 to, the products 
of the People’s Republic of China. 

S. 576 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
576, a bill to provide for the effective 
prosecution of terrorists and guarantee 
due process rights. 

S. 579 
At the request of Mr. REID, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KERRY) and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mrs. DOLE) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 579, a 
bill to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to authorize the Director of the 

National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences to make grants for the 
development and operation of research 
centers regarding environmental fac-
tors that may be related to the eti-
ology of breast cancer. 

S. 616 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 616, a bill to promote health 
care coverage parity for individuals 
participating in legal recreational ac-
tivities or legal transportation activi-
ties. 

S. 617 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 617, a bill to make the Na-
tional Parks and Federal Recreational 
Lands Pass available at a discount to 
certain veterans. 

S. 634 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from New York (Mr. 
SCHUMER) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 634, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish grant 
programs to provide for education and 
outreach on newborn screening and co-
ordinated followup care once newborn 
screening has been conducted, to reau-
thorize programs under part A of title 
XI of such Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 652 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BOND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 652, a bill to extend certain trade 
preferences to certain least-developed 
countries, and for other purposes. 

S. 671 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 671, a bill to exempt 
children of certain Filipino World War 
II veterans from the numerical limita-
tions on immigrant visas. 

S. 699 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
699, a bill to prevent the fraudulent use 
of social security account numbers by 
allowing the sharing of social security 
data among agencies of the United 
States for identity theft prevention 
and immigration enforcement pur-
poses, and for other purposes. 

S. 713 
At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 713, a bill to ensure dig-
nity in care for members of the Armed 
Forces recovering from injuries. 

S. CON. RES. 3 
At the request of Mr. SALAZAR, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Con. Res. 3, a concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress that it 
is the goal of the United States that, 
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not later than January 1, 2025, the agri-
cultural, forestry, and working land of 
the United States should provide from 
renewable resources not less than 25 
percent of the total energy consumed 
in the United States and continue to 
produce safe, abundant, and affordable 
food, feed, and fiber. 

AMENDMENT NO. 272 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 272 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 4, a bill to make the United 
States more secure by implementing 
unfinished recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission to fight the war on terror 
more effectively, to improve homeland 
security, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 280 
At the request of Mr. SALAZAR, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 280 proposed to S. 4, a 
bill to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 281 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 281 proposed to 
S. 4, a bill to make the United States 
more secure by implementing unfin-
ished recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission to fight the war on terror 
more effectively, to improve homeland 
security, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 282 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 282 intended to 
be proposed to S. 4, a bill to make the 
United States more secure by imple-
menting unfinished recommendations 
of the 9/11 Commission to fight the war 
on terror more effectively, to improve 
homeland security, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and 
Ms. STABENOW): 

S. 720. A bill to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to authorize the Governor 
of a State, territory, or possession of 
the United States to order that the Na-
tional flag be flown at half-staff in that 
State, territory, or possession in the 
event of the death of a member of the 
Armed Forces from that State, terri-
tory, or possession who dies while serv-
ing on active duty; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, every day 
across our Nation, families, friends, 
and entire communities mourn the loss 
of fallen soldiers, sailors, airmen and 
marines. Michigan has lost 130 heroes 
in the wars in Iraq an Afghanistan. One 
of the most powerful ways we can 

honor those who have made the ulti-
mate sacrifice for our country is to fly 
the flag they fought under at half-staff. 

At times during the course of these 
wars, governors around the country 
have issued proclamations for State 
agencies and residents to lower our Na-
tion’s flag to honor fallen service mem-
bers from their States. Many Federal 
agencies in those States comply with 
such proclamations, but some have 
not. To a family member, the effect 
can be that the Federal Government 
appears not to be paying the proper re-
spect to their loved one. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
that would prevent this situation by 
giving governors the explicit authority 
to order the Nation’s flag lowered to 
half staff when a member of the Armed 
Forces from their State dies while 
serving on active duty. It would also 
require Federal agencies in that State 
to lower their flags consistent with a 
governors’ proclamation. Congressman 
Bart Stupak is introducing identical 
legis1ation in the House of Representa-
tives. 

One of my greatest honors as the 
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee is to spend time with 
our troops, and they are as courageous, 
honorable, and capable a fighting force 
as the world has ever known. These 
men and women have made a commit-
ment to protect our Nation. We need to 
make an equally strong commitment 
to honor them when they make the ul-
timate sacrifice for our country. We 
owe our fallen soldiers, their families, 
and their communities a unified show-
ing of respect. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 721. A bill to allow travel between 
the United States and Cuba; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, today I am 
pleased to introduce the Freedom to 
Travel to Cuba Act with Senator DOR-
GAN and a number of Senators. This 
legislation addresses only the travel 
provisions of our Cuba policy. 

The Freedom to Travel to Cuba Act 
is very straightforward. It states that 
the President should not prohibit, ei-
ther directly or indirectly, travel to or 
from Cuba by United States citizens. 

I have had the opportunity to watch 
what has happened with Cuba through 
the years and I am reminded of some-
thing my dad used to say—if you keep 
on doing what you have always been 
doing, you are going to wind up getting 
what you already got. That has been 
the situation with the United States 
policy on Cuba. We have been trying 
the same thing for over 40 years, and 
our strategy has not worked. I am sug-
gesting a change to get more people in 
Cuba to increase the dialogue. 

Most of us know that Fidel Castro’s 
health is not good and that he ceded 
power to his brother Raul last year. I 

have heard arguments that now is not 
the time to change our policy toward 
Cuba, and that by changing policy, we 
could strengthen Raul’s grip on the na-
tion. This is the same argument we 
have been hearing for the last 40 years, 
simply a new verse. 

When we stop Cuban-Americans from 
bringing financial assistance to their 
families in Cuba, end the people-to-peo-
ple exchanges, and stop the sale of ag-
ricultural and medicinal products to 
Cuba, we are not hurting the Cuban 
government—we are hurting the Cuban 
people. We are further diminishing 
their faith and trust in the United 
States and reducing the strength of the 
ties that bind the people of our two 
countries. 

If we allow travel to Cuba, if we in-
crease trade and dialogue, we take 
away the Cuban government’s ability 
to blame the hardships of the Cuban 
people on the United States. In a very 
real sense, the more we work to im-
prove the lives of the Cuban people, the 
more we will reduce the level and the 
tone of the rhetoric used against us by 
the Cuban government. 

It is time for a different policy—one 
that goes further than embargoes and 
replaces a restrictive and confusing 
travel policy with a new one that will 
more effectively help us to achieve our 
goal of sharing democratic ideas with 
the people of Cuba. 

The bill we are introducing today 
makes real change in our Cuba travel 
policy toward that will lead to real 
change for the people of Cuba. What 
better way to let the Cuban people 
know of our concern for their plight 
than for them to hear it from their 
friends and extended family from the 
United States. Let them hear it from 
the American people who will go there. 
The people of this country are our best 
ambassadors and we should let them 
show the people of Cuba what we as a 
nation are all about. If we want to give 
the Cuban people real knowledge of the 
truth about America, we need to have 
Americans go there to share it. 

Unilateral sanctions stop not just the 
flow of goods, but the flow of ideas— 
ideas of freedom and democracy are the 
keys to positive change in any nation. 
The rest of the world is not doing what 
we are doing. Countries around the 
world are trading with Cuba, investing 
in Cuba, and allowing their citizens to 
visit Cuba. China, Venezuela, and Iran 
are becoming the largest investors on 
the island. These nations are in a posi-
tion to directly influence the future of 
Cuba. Americans are nowhere to be 
found. 

Keeping the door closed and yelling 
at the Castro government on the other 
side does nothing to spread democracy 
and does nothing to help the people of 
Cuba. Let us do something, let us open 
the door and talk to the Cuban people. 
I encourage all of my colleagues to 
take a look at this legislation and join 
me in this effort. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. KYL): 
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S. 722. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of the Interior and the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to jointly conduct a study of 
certain land adjacent to the Walnut 
Canyon National Monument in the 
State of Arizona; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined by Senator KYL in 
reintroducing legislation to authorize a 
special resources and land management 
study for lands adjacent to the Walnut 
Canyon National Monument in Ari-
zona. The study is intended to evaluate 
a range of management options for 
public lands adjacent to the monument 
to ensure adequate protection of the 
canyon’s cultural and natural re-
sources. A similar bill was introduced 
last Congress and received a hearing in 
the Senate Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee’s Subcommittee on 
National Parks. The bill being intro-
duced today reflects suggested changes 
of that Subcommittee and includes 
language that met their approval. I am 
grateful for the input of the members 
of the Subcommittee and their staff. 

For several years, local communities 
adjacent to the Walnut Canyon Na-
tional Monument have debated wheth-
er the land surrounding the monument 
would be best protected from future de-
velopment under management of the 
U.S. Forest Service or the National 
Park Service. The Coconino County 
Board and the Flagstaff City Council 
have passed resolutions concluding 
that the preferred method to determine 
what is best for the land surrounding 
Walnut Canyon National Monument is 
by having a Federal study conducted. 
The recommendations from such a 
study would help to resolve the ques-
tion of future management and wheth-
er expanding the monument’s bound-
aries could complement current public 
and multiple-use needs. 

The legislation also would direct the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to provide rec-
ommendations for management op-
tions for maintenance of the public 
uses and protection of resources of the 
study area. 

This legislation would provide a 
mechanism for determining the man-
agement options tor one of Arizona’s 
high uses scenic areas and protect the 
natural and cultural resources of this 
incredibly beautiful monument. I urge 
my colleagues to support its passage. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, today I am 
pleased to join with Senator MCCAIN 
introducing the Walnut Canyon Study 
Act of 2007. I cosponsored similar legis-
lation in the last Congress. That legis-
lation had a favorable hearing in the 
Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee. Unfortunately, we were 
unable to enact it before the Congress 
ended. 

The bill is simple. It directs the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Sec-
retary of the Interior, utilizing a third- 
party consultant, to conduct jointly a 
study of approximately 31,000 acres sur-
rounding Walnut Canyon National 

Monument. The purpose of this study 
is to help the land managers ascertain 
the best long-term management strat-
egy for these surrounding lands in 
order to protect the natural, cultural, 
and recreational values. I want to em-
phasize that adding these acres to the 
monument is not the end goal of this 
study. 

As stated, the study area consists of 
approximately 31,000 acres. Approxi-
mately 25,000 acres are currently man-
aged by the Forest Service through the 
Land Resource Management Plan for 
the Coconino National Forest. The plan 
was amended in early 2003 with local 
input to close the area to motorized ac-
cess and remove the land encircling the 
monument from consideration for sale 
or exchange. The plan, as amended, is 
under revision. The remaining acres 
are comprised of State trust land man-
aged by the State Lands Department 
and the Walnut Canyon National 
Monument itself, which is managed by 
the National Park Service. A small 
number of acres, about 200, are private 
land. That private land is already sub-
ject to the Coconino County and the 
Flagstaff City Council-approved Flag-
staff-area Regional Land Use and 
Transportation Plan, RLUTP, which 
restricts development within the study 
area. 

This legislation is the product of ex-
tensive public input that included 
State and local officials, Federal agen-
cies, and local citizens who use the 
land surrounding the monument. This 
public participation highlighted the 
core of the debate: how can we best 
protect the natural and cultural re-
sources in the area while continuing 
the multiple-use management in a way 
that has stability and permanence. I 
hope that this independent study will 
help answer that important question. I 
urge my colleagues to approve the bill 
at the earliest possible date. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and 
Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 725. A bill to amend the Nonindige-
nous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and 
Control Act of 1990 to reauthorize and 
improve that Act; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today, my 
colleague from Maine, Senator COLLINS 
and I are very pleased to introduce the 
National Aquatic Invasive Species Act 
of 2007. This bill, which reauthorizes 
the Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance 
Prevention and Control Act, takes a 
Comprehensive approach towards ad-
dressing aquatic nuisance species to 
protect the Nation’s aquatic eco-
systems. Invasive species are not a new 
problem for this country, but what is 
so important about this bill is that it 
takes a comprehensive approach to-
ward the problem of aquatic invasive 
species rather than just focusing on 
species after they are established and a 
nuisance. The bill deals with the pre-
vention of new introductions of species, 
the screening of live aquatic organisms 
imported into the country, the rapid 

response to new invasions before they 
become established, and the research 
to implement the provisions of this 
bill. 

More than 6,500 non-indigenous 
invasive species have been introduced 
into the United States and have be-
come established, self-sustaining popu-
lations. These species—from micro-
organisms to mollusks, from pathogens 
to plants, from insects to fish to ani-
mals—typically encounter few, if any, 
natural enemies in their new environ-
ments and often wreak havoc on native 
species. Aquatic nuisance species 
threaten biodiversity nationwide, espe-
cially in the Great Lakes. 

In fact, the aquatic nuisance species 
became a major issue for Congress back 
the late eighties when the zebra mussel 
was released into the Great Lakes. The 
Great Lakes still have zebra mussels, 
and now, more than 20 States are fight-
ing to control them. They have trav-
eled down the Mississippi River, then 
up the Arkansas River over to Okla-
homa, and zebra mussels have been 
found out even in Nevada and Cali-
fornia. From 1993 to 2003, rapidly mul-
tiplying zebra mussels caused $3 billion 
in damage to the Great Lakes region. 
Industry and municipalities spend mil-
lions to keep water pipes from becom-
ing clogged with zebra mussels. And 
that is just the economic impact that 
one species has caused. 

Zebra mussels were carried over from 
the Mediterranean to the Great Lakes 
in the ballast tanks of ships. The lead-
ing pathway for aquatic invasive spe-
cies was and still is maritime com-
merce. 

Most invasive species are contained 
in the water that ships use for ballast 
to maintain trim and stability. There 
are over 180 aquatic invasive species in 
the Great Lakes. Some of the more no-
torious aquatic invaders such as the 
zebra mussel and round goby were in-
troduced into the Great Lakes when 
ships pulled into port and discharged 
their ballast water. In addition to bal-
last water, aquatic invaders can also 
attach themselves to ships’ hulls and 
anchor chains. 

Because of the impact that the zebra 
mussel had in the Great Lakes, Con-
gress passed legislation in 1990 and 1996 
that has reduced, but not eliminated, 
the threat of new invasions by requir-
ing ballast water management for ships 
entering the Great Lakes. Today, there 
is a mandatory ballast water manage-
ment program in the Great Lakes, and 
the Coast Guard recently turned the 
voluntary ballast water exchange re-
porting requirement into a mandatory 
ballast water exchange program for all 
of our coasts. The current law requires 
that ships entering the Great Lakes 
must exchange their ballast water, seal 
their ballast tanks or use alternative 
treatment that is ‘‘as effective as bal-
last water exchange.’’ Unfortunately, 
alternative treatments have not been 
fully developed and widely tested on 
ships because the developers of ballast 
technology do not know what standard 
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they are trying to achieve. This obsta-
cle is serious because ultimately, only 
on-board ballast water treatment will 
adequately reduce the threat of new 
aquatic nuisance species being intro-
duced through ballast water. 

Our bill addresses this problem by 
setting a ballast discharge standard. 
After 2011, all ships that enter any U.S. 
port after operating outside the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone of 200 miles will be 
required to use a ballast water treat-
ment technology that meets the bal-
last technology standard. This stand-
ard is based on the standard proposed 
by the International Maritime Organi-
zation but is more protective of our 
waters by a factor of 100. The standard 
would ensure that ships discharge 
water that has less than 1 living orga-
nism that is greater than 50 microm-
eters per 10 cubic meters of water. If 
the Coast Guard determines in 2010 
that technology is not available that 
can meet this standard, then the Coast 
Guard and EPA would establish a 
standard for ballast water management 
based on the best performance avail-
able that exceeds the international 
standard. Technology vendors and the 
maritime industry will know what 
standard they should be striving to 
achieve and when they will be expected 
to achieve it. 

I understand that ballast water tech-
nologies are being researched, and 
some are currently being tested on- 
board ships. The range of technologies 
includes ultraviolet lights, filters, 
chemicals, deoxygenation, ozone, and 
several others. Each of these tech-
nologies has its own merits, and each 
has a different price tag attached to it. 
This bill will not overburden the mari-
time industry with an expensive re-
quirement to install technology be-
cause the market for technology to 
meet a domestic and an international 
standard is evolving into a competitive 
market, and that competition will pro-
vide affordable technology. 

Technology will always be evolving, 
and we hope that affordable technology 
will become available that completely 
eliminates the risk of new introduc-
tions. Therefore, it is important that 
the Coast Guard regularly review and 
revise the standard so that it reflects 
what the best technology currently 
available is. 

There are other important provisions 
of the bill that also address prevention. 
For instance, the bill encourages the 
Coast Guard to consult with Canada, 
Mexico, and other countries in devel-
oping guidelines to prevent the intro-
duction and spread of aquatic nuisance 
species. The Aquatic Nuisance Species 
Task Force is also charged with con-
ducting a pathway analysis to identify 
other high risk pathways for introduc-
tion of nuisance species and implement 
management strategies to reduce those 
introductions. And this legislation, es-
tablishes a process to screen live orga-
nisms entering the country for the first 
time for non-research purposes. 

Organisms believed to be invasive 
would be imported based on conditions 

that prevent them from becoming a 
nuisance. Such a screening process 
might have prevented such species as 
the Snakehead, which has established 
itself in the Potomac River here in the 
DC area, from being imported. 

The third title of this bill addresses 
the early detection of new invasions 
and the rapid response to invasions as 
well as the control of aquatic nuisance 
species that do establish themselves. If 
fully funded, this bill will provide a 
rapid response fund for states to imple-
ment emergency strategies when out-
breaks occur. The bill requires the 
Army Corps of Engineers to construct 
and operate the Chicago Ship and Sani-
tary Canal project which includes the 
construction of a second dispersal bar-
rier to keep species like the Asian carp 
from migrating up the Mississippi 
through the Canal into the Great 
Lakes. Equally important, this barrier 
will prevent the migration of invasive 
species in the Great Lakes from pro-
ceeding into the Mississippi system. 

Lastly, the bill authorizes additional 
research which will identify threats 
and the tools to address those threats. 

Though invasive species threaten the 
entire nation’s aquatic ecosystem, I am 
particularly concerned with the dam-
age that invasive species have done to 
the Great Lakes. There are now rough-
ly 180 invasive species in the Great 
Lakes, and on average, a new species is 
introduced every 8 months. Invasive 
species cause disruptions in the food 
chain which is now causing the decline 
of certain fish. Invasive species are be-
lieved to be the cause of a new dead 
zone in Lake Erie. And invasive species 
compete with native species for habi-
tat. 

This bill addresses the ‘‘NOBOB’’ or 
No Ballast on Board problem which is 
when ships report having no ballast 
when they enter the Great Lakes. How-
ever, a layer of sediment and small bit 
of water that cannot be pumped out is 
still in the ballast tanks. So when 
water is taken on-board and then dis-
charged all within the Great Lakes, a 
new species that was still living in that 
small bit of sediment and water may be 
introduced. By requiring that these 
ships immediately begin saltwater 
flushing so that freshwater species can-
not survive in the saltwater being 
pumped through the ballast tank, this 
bill addresses a very serious issue in 
the Great Lakes. In 2012, these NOBOB 
ships, like all ships, will be required to 
install and use ballast technology. 

All in all, the bill would cost about 
$150 million each year if authorized 
funding were to be fully appropriated. 
This is a lot of money, but it is a crit-
ical investment. As those of us from 
the Great Lakes know, the economic 
damage that invasive species can cause 
is much greater. The zebra mussel, 
which is just 1 of the 180 species that 
has invaded the Great Lakes, has 
caused $3 billion in economic damage 
over 10 years. Imagine what the cost of 
zebra mussels is to all of the states 
that are now dealing with them. Com-

pared to the annual cost of zebra mus-
sels and the hundreds of other aquatic 
invasive species, the cost of this bill is 
more than reasonable. Therefore, I 
urge my colleagues to cosponsor this 
legislation and work to move the bill 
swiftly through the Senate. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, from 
Pickerel Pond to Lake Auburn, from 
Sebago Lake to Bryant Pond, lakes and 
ponds in Maine are under attack. 
Aquatic invasive species threaten 
Maine’s drinking water systems, recre-
ation, wildlife habitat, lakefront real 
estate, and fisheries. Plants, such as 
Variable Leaf Milfoil, are crowding out 
native species. Invasive Asian shore 
crabs are taking over Southern New 
England’s tidal pools and have ad-
vanced well into Maine—to the poten-
tial detriment of Maine’s lobster and 
clam industries. 

I rise today to join Senator LEVIN in 
introducing legislation to address this 
problem. The National Aquatic 
Invasive Species Act of 2007 would cre-
ate the most comprehensive nation-
wide approach to date for combating 
alien species that invade our shores. 

The stakes are high when invasive 
species are unintentionally introduced 
into our Nation’s waters. They endan-
ger ecosystems, reduce biodiversity, 
and threaten native species. They dis-
rupt people’s lives and livelihoods by 
lowering property values, impairing 
commercial fishing and aquaculture, 
degrading recreational experiences, 
and damaging public water supplies. 

In the 1950s, European Green Crabs 
swarmed the Maine coast and literally 
ate the bottom out of Maine’s soft- 
shell clam industry by the 1980s. Many 
clam diggers were forced to go after 
other fisheries or find new vocations. 
In just one decade, this invader reduced 
the number of clam diggers in Maine 
from nearly 5,000 in the 1940s to fewer 
than 1500 in the 1950s. European green 
crabs currently cost an estimated $44 
million a year in damage and control 
efforts in the United States. 

Past invasions forewarn of the long- 
term consequences to our environment 
and communities unless we take steps 
to prevent new invasions. It is too late 
to stop European green crabs from tak-
ing hold on the East Coast, but we still 
have the opportunity to prevent many 
other species from taking hold in 
Maine and the United States. 

Senator LEVIN and I first introduced 
a version of this legislation in late 2002. 
Unfortunately, in the subsequent years 
in which Congress has failed to act on 
our legislation, a number of new 
invasive species have taken hold in 
Maine. North America’s most aggres-
sive invasive species—hydrilla—was 
found shortly after we first introduced 
our legislation. This stubborn and fast- 
growing aquatic plant has taken hold 
in Pickerel Pond in the Town of Lim-
erick, ME. This plant is now found 
throughout Pickerel Pond, where it di-
minishes recreational use for swim-
mers and boaters. 
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Eurasian Milfoil is another invasive 

which has taken hold since our legisla-
tion was first introduced. Maine was 
the last of the lower 48 States to be 
free of this stubborn and fast-growing 
invasive plant. Eurasian Milfoil de-
grades water quality by displacing na-
tive plants, fish and other aquatic spe-
cies. The plant forms stems reaching 
up to 20 feet high that cause fouling 
problems for swimmers and boaters. In 
total, there are now 27 documented 
cases of aquatic invasive species infest-
ing Maine’s lakes and ponds. 

When considering the impact of these 
invasive species, it is important to 
note the tremendous value of our lakes 
and ponds. While their contribution to 
our quality of life is priceless, their 
value to our economy is more measur-
able. Maine’s Great Ponds generate 
nearly 13 million recreational user 
days each year, lead to more than $1.2 
billion in annual income for Maine 
residents, and support more than 50,000 
jobs. 

With so much at stake, Mainers are 
taking action to stop the spread of 
invasive species into our State’s 
waters. The State of Maine has made it 
illegal to sell, possess, cultivate, im-
port or introduce 11 invasive aquatic 
plants. Boaters participating in the 
Maine Lake and River Protection 
Sticker program are providing needed 
funding to aid efforts to prevent, detect 
and manage aquatic invasive plants. 
Volunteers are participating in the 
Courtesy Boat Inspection program to 
keep aquatic invasive plants out of 
Maine lakes. Before launch or after re-
moval, inspectors ask boaters for per-
mission to inspect the boat, trailer or 
other equipment for plants. 

While I am proud of the actions that 
Maine and many other States are tak-
ing to protect against invasive species, 
all too often their efforts have not been 
enough. Protecting the integrity of our 
lakes, streams, and coastlines from in-
vading species cannot be accomplished 
by individual states alone. We need a 
uniform, nationwide approach to deal 
effectively with invasive species. The 
National Aquatic Invasive Species Act 
of 2007 will help my State and States 
throughout the Nation detect, prevent 
and respond to aquatic invasive spe-
cies. 

The National Aquatic Invasive Spe-
cies Act of 2007 would be the most com-
prehensive effort ever undertaken to 
address the threat of invasive species. 
By authorizing $150 million per year, 
this legislation would open numerous 
new fronts in our war against invasive 
species. The bill directs the Coast 
Guard to develop regulations that will 
end the easy cruise of invasive species 
into US waters through the ballast 
water of international ships, and would 
provide the Coast Guard with $6 mil-
lion per year to develop and implement 
these regulations. 

The bill also would provide $30 mil-
lion per year for a grant program to as-
sist State efforts to prevent the spread 
of invasive species. It would provide 

additional funds for the Army Corps of 
Engineers and Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice to contain and control invasive spe-
cies. Finally, the Levin-Collins bill 
would authorize $30 million annually 
for research, education, and outreach. 

The most effective means of stopping 
invading species is to attack them be-
fore they attack us. We need an early 
alert, rapid response system to combat 
invading species before they have a 
chance to take hold. For the first time, 
this bill would establish a national 
monitoring network to detect newly 
introduced species, while providing $25 
million to the Secretary of the Interior 
to create a rapid response fund to help 
States and regions respond quickly 
once invasive species have been de-
tected. This bill is our best effort at 
preventing the next wave of invasive 
species from taking hold and deci-
mating industries and destroying wa-
terways in Maine and throughout the 
country. 

One of the leading pathways for the 
introduction of aquatic organisms to 
U.S. waters from abroad is through 
transoceanic vessels. Commercial ves-
sels fill and release ballast tanks with 
seawater as a means of stabilization. 
The ballast water contains live orga-
nisms from plankton to adult fish that 
are transported and released through 
this pathway. Our legislation would re-
quire all ships, with limited excep-
tions, to meet environmentally protec-
tive performance standards for ballast 
water discharge by 2012. In addition, it 
would establish a mandatory ballast 
water management program that in-
cludes invasive species management 
plans, ballast management reporting 
requirements, and best management 
practices for all ships in US waters. 

The National Aquatic Invasive Spe-
cies Act of 2007 offers a strong frame-
work to combat aquatic invasive spe-
cies. I call on my colleagues to help us 
enact this legislation in order to pro-
tect our waters, ecosystems, and indus-
tries from destructive invasive spe-
cies—before even more of them take 
hold in our lakes and rivers and along 
our coastlines. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself 
Mr. DODD, Mr. AKAKA, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. LOTT, 
Mr. SMITH, Mr. ALEXANDER, and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 727. A bill to improve and expand 
geographic literacy among kinder-
garten through grade 12 students in the 
United States by improving profes-
sional development programs for kin-
dergarten through grade 12 teachers of-
fered through institutions of higher 
education; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today, 
I am introducing the Teaching Geog-
raphy is Fundamental Act. I am 
pleased to be joined by my friend from 
Connecticut Mr. DODD. The purpose of 
this bill is to improve geographic lit-
eracy among K–12 students in the 

United States by supporting profes-
sional development programs for their 
teachers that are administered in insti-
tutions of higher education. The bill 
also assists States in measuring the 
impact of education in geography. 

Ensuring geographic literacy pre-
pares students to be good citizens of 
both our Nation and the world. Last 
May, John Fahey, President of the Na-
tional Geographic Society, stated that 
‘‘Geographic illiteracy impacts our 
economic well-being, our relationships 
with other nations and the environ-
ment, and isolates us from the world.’’ 
When students understand their own 
environment, they can better under-
stand the differences in other places, 
and the people who live in them. 
Knowledge of the diverse cultures, en-
vironment, and distances between 
States and countries helps our students 
to understand national and inter-
national policies, economies, societies, 
and political structures on a more 
global scale. 

The 2005 publication, What Works in 
Geography, reported that elementary 
school geography instruction signifi-
cantly improves student achievement 
and proved that the integration of ge-
ography into the elementary school 
curriculum improves student literacy 
achievement an average of 5 percent. 
That’s the good news. However, the 
2006 National Geographic-Roper Global 
Geographic Literacy Survey shows 
that 69 percent of elementary school 
principals report a decrease in time 
spent teaching geography and less than 
a quarter of our Nation’s high school 
students take a geography course in 
high school. This survey shows that 
many of our high school graduates lack 
the basic skills to navigate our inter-
national economy, policies and rela-
tionships. 

To expect that Americans will be 
able to work successfully with the 
other people in this world, we need to 
be able to communicate and under-
stand each other. It is a fact that we 
have a global marketplace, and that 
will continue to be the case. We need to 
be preparing our younger generation 
for global competition and ensuring 
that they have a strong base of under-
standing to be able to succeed. A 
strong base of geography knowledge 
improves those opportunities. 

The U.S. Bureau of Economic Anal-
ysis announced yesterday that 27.9 per-
cent of the U.S. GDP, that is $3.7 tril-
lion, annually results from inter-
national trade. According to the CIA 
World Factbook of 2005, U.S. workers 
need geographic knowledge to compete 
in this global economy. Geographic 
knowledge is increasingly needed for 
U.S. businesses in international mar-
kets to understand such factors as 
physical distance, time zones, language 
differences, and cultural diversity 
among project teams. 

In addition, geospatial technology is 
a new and emerging career available to 
people with an extensive background in 
geography education. Professionals in 
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geospatial technology are employed in 
Federal Government agencies, the pri-
vate sector and the non-profit sector, 
focusing on areas such as agriculture, 
archeology, ecology, land appraisal, 
and urban planning and development. 
In the United States, there are cur-
rently 175,000 individuals employed in 
the geospatial technology industry. It 
is estimated that this industry is grow-
ing up to 14 percent per year and it is 
projected to be a $5–6 billion industry 
by 2010. A strong geography education 
system is a necessity for this indus-
try’s continued advancement. 

Former Secretary of State Colin 
Powell said, ‘‘To solve most of the 
major problems facing our country 
today, from wiping out terrorism, to 
minimizing global environmental prob-
lems, to eliminating the scourge of 
AIDS, will require every young person 
to learn more about other regions, cul-
tures, and languages.’’ 

We need to do more to ensure that 
the teachers responsible for the edu-
cation of our students, from kinder-
garten through high school graduation, 
are prepared and trained to teach these 
critical skills to solve these problems. 
Over the last 15 years, the National Ge-
ographic Society has awarded more 
than $100 million in grants to edu-
cators, universities, geography alli-
ances, and others for the purposes of 
advancing and improving the teaching 
of geography. Their models are success-
ful and research shows that students 
who have benefitted from this teaching 
outperform other students. State geog-
raphy alliances exist in 19 States, in-
cluding Mississippi, endowed by grants 
from the society. But, their efforts 
alone are not enough. The bill I am in-
troducing establishes a Federal com-
mitment to enhance the education of 
our teachers, focus on geography edu-
cation research, and develop reliable, 
advanced technology based classroom 
materials. 

In my State of Mississippi, teachers 
and university professors are making 
progress to increase geography edu-
cation in the schools through addi-
tional professional training. Based at 
the University of Mississippi, over 300 
geography teachers are members of the 
Mississippi Geography Alliance. Two 
weeks ago, the Mississippi Geography 
Alliance conducted a workshop for 
graduate and undergraduate students 
who are preparing to be certified to 
teach elementary through high school- 
level geography in our State. The 
workshop provided opportunities for 
model teaching sessions and discussion 
of best practices in the classroom. 

I hope the Senate will consider the 
seriousness of the need to invest in ge-
ography and I invite other Senators to 
cosponsor the Teaching Geography is 
Fundamental Act. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 728. A bill to authorize the Sec-

retary of the Army to carry out res-
toration projects along the Middle Rio 
Grande; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about a project of great 
importance to my State and our envi-
ronment—one that has been discussed 
before on this floor when I helped 
unveil a vision that would rehabilitate 
and restore New Mexico’s Bosque. I re-
turn here today to implement this vi-
sion that concerns this long neglected 
treasure of the Southwest. 

I would like to point out that this 
project passed through this body in the 
last Congress. The project that I am 
proposing today was contained in the 
2005 Water Resources Development Act, 
which passed the Senate on July 19, 
2006. I hope that this important project 
will again obtain the approval of the 
Senate. 

The Albuquerque metropolitan area 
is the largest concentration of people 
in New Mexico. It is also the home to 
the irreplaceable riparian forest which 
runs through the heart of the city and 
surrounding towns that is the Bosque. 
It is the largest continuous cottonwood 
forest in the Southwest, and one of the 
last of its kind in the world. 

Unfortunately, mismanagement, ne-
glect, and the effects of upstream de-
velopment have severely degraded the 
Bosque. The list of its woes is long: It 
has been overrun by non-native vegeta-
tion; graffiti and trash mar locations 
along its length; the drought and build 
up of hazardous fuel have contributed 
to fires. As a result, public access is 
problematical and crucial habitat for 
scores of species is threatened. 

Yet the Middle Rio Grande Bosque 
remains one of the most biologically 
diverse ecosystems in the Southwest. 
My goal is to restore the Bosque and 
create a space that is open and attrac-
tive to the public. 

This is a grand undertaking to be 
sure; but I want to ensure that this ex-
traordinary corridor of the South-
western desert is preserved for genera-
tions to come—not only for genera-
tions of humans, but for the diverse 
plant and animal species that reside in 
the Bosque as well. 

The rehabilitation of this ecosystem 
leads to greater protection for threat-
ened and endangered species; it means 
more migratory birds, healthier habi-
tat for fish, and greater numbers of 
towering cottonwood trees. This 
project can increase the quality of life 
for a city while assuring the health and 
stability of an entire ecosystem. Where 
trash is now strewn, paths and trails 
will run. Where jetty jacks and dis-
carded rubble lie, cottonwoods will 
grow. The dead trees and underbrush 
that threaten devastating fire will be 
replaced by healthy groves of trees. 
School children will be able to study 
and maybe catch sight of a bald eagle. 
The chance to help build a dynamic 
public space like this does not come 
around often, and I would like to see 
Congress embrace that chance on this 
occasion. 

Having grown up along the Rio 
Grande in Albuquerque, the Bosque is 
something I treasure, and I lament the 

degradation that has occurred. Because 
of this, I have been involved in Bosque 
restoration since 1991, and I commend 
the efforts of groups like the Bosque 
Coalition for the work they have done, 
and will continue to do, along the 
river. I propose to build on their efforts 
with the legislation I am introducing 
today. 

I remain grateful to each of the par-
ties who have been involved with this 
idea since its inception. Each one con-
tributes a very critical component of 
the project. The Middle Rio Grande 
Conservancy District (the ‘‘MRGCD″) 
owns the vital part of the Bosque 
which runs from the National Hispanic 
Cultural Center north to the Paseo Del 
Norte Bridge. The MRGCD has proven 
to be a valuable local partner that has 
worked with all parties to provide op-
tions on how the Bosque can be pre-
served, protected and enjoyed by every-
one. Additionally, the Army Corps of 
Engineers is developing a preliminary 
restoration plan for the Bosque along 
the Albuquerque corridor. 

My bill authorizes $10 million dollars 
in Fiscal Year 2007 and such sums as 
are necessary for the following nine 
years to complete projects, activities, 
substantial ecosystem restoration, 
preservation, protection, and recre-
ation facilities along the Middle Rio 
Grande. I urge my fellow members to 
help preserve this rare and diverse eco-
system and to aid the city of Albu-
querque and the State of New Mexico 
in building a place to treasure. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 728 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the Middle Rio Grande bosque is— 
(A) a unique riparian forest along the Mid-

dle Rio Grande in New Mexico; 
(B) the largest continuous cottonwood for-

est in the Southwest; 
(C) one of the oldest continuously inhab-

ited areas in the United States; 
(D) home to portions of 6 pueblos; and 
(E) a critical flyway and wintering ground 

for migratory birds; 
(2) the portion of the Middle Rio Grande 

adjacent to the Middle Rio Grande bosque 
provides water to many people in the State 
of New Mexico; 

(3) the Middle Rio Grande bosque should be 
maintained in a manner that protects endan-
gered species and the flow of the Middle Rio 
Grande while making the Middle Rio Grande 
bosque more accessible to the public; 

(4) environmental restoration is an impor-
tant part of the mission of the Corps of Engi-
neers; and 

(5) the Corps of Engineers should reestab-
lish, where feasible, the hydrologic connec-
tion between the Middle Rio Grande and the 
Middle Rio Grande bosque to ensure the per-
manent healthy growth of vegetation native 
to the Middle Rio Grande bosque. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
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(1) MIDDLE RIO GRANDE.—The term ‘‘Middle 

Rio Grande’’ means the portion of the Rio 
Grande from Cochiti Dam to the headwaters 
of Elephant Butte Reservoir, in the State of 
New Mexico. 

(2) RESTORATION PROJECT.—The term ‘‘res-
toration project’’ means a project carried 
out under this Act that will produce, con-
sistent with other Federal programs, 
projects, and activities, immediate and sub-
stantial ecosystem restoration, preservation, 
recreation, and protection benefits. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Army. 
SEC. 3. MIDDLE RIO GRANDE RESTORATION. 

(a) RESTORATION PROJECTS.—The Secretary 
shall carry out restoration projects along 
the Middle Rio Grande. 

(b) PROJECT SELECTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may select 

restoration projects in the Middle Rio 
Grande based on feasibility studies. 

(2) USE OF EXISTING STUDIES AND PLANS.—In 
carrying out subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall use, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, studies and plans in existence on the 
date of enactment of this Act to identify the 
needs and priorities for restoration projects. 

(c) LOCAL PARTICIPATION.—In carrying out 
this Act, the Secretary shall consult with— 

(1) the Middle Rio Grande Endangered Spe-
cies Act Collaborative Program; and 

(2) the Bosque Improvement Group of the 
Middle Rio Grande Bosque Initiative. 

(d) COST SHARING.— 
(1) COST-SHARING AGREEMENT.—Before car-

rying out any restoration project under this 
Act, the Secretary shall enter into an agree-
ment with the non-Federal interests that 
shall require the non-Federal interests— 

(A) to pay 25 percent of the total costs of 
the restoration project through in-kind serv-
ices or direct cash contributions, including 
the cost of providing necessary land, ease-
ments, rights-of-way, relocations, and dis-
posal sites; 

(B) to pay 100 percent of the operation, 
maintenance, repair, replacement, and reha-
bilitation costs associated with the restora-
tion project that are incurred after the date 
of enactment of this Act; and 

(C) to hold the United States harmless for 
any claim or damage that may arise from 
the negligence of the Federal Government or 
a contractor of the Federal Government. 

(2) NON-FEDERAL INTERESTS.—Notwith-
standing section 221 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 1962d–5b), a non-Federal in-
terest carrying out a restoration project 
under this Act may include a nonprofit enti-
ty. 

(3) RECREATIONAL FEATURES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Any recreational features 

included as part of a restoration project 
shall comprise not more that 30 percent of 
the total project cost. 

(B) NON-FEDERAL FUNDING.—The full cost of 
any recreational features included as part of 
a restoration project in excess of the amount 
described in subparagraph (A) shall be paid 
by the non-Federal interests. 

(4) CREDIT.—The non-Federal interests 
shall receive credit toward the non-Federal 
share of the cost of design or construction 
activities carried out by the non-Federal in-
terests (including activities carried out be-
fore the execution of the cooperation agree-
ment for a restoration project) if the Sec-
retary determines that the work performed 
by the non-Federal interest is integral to the 
project. 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this Act— 

(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and 
(2) such sums as are necessary for each of 

fiscal years 2008 through 2016. 

By Mr. SALAZAR: 
S. 729. A bill to better provide for 

compensation for certain persons in-
jured in the course of employment at 
the Rocky Flats site in Colorado; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about legislation I in-
troduced today. The Rocky Flats Spe-
cial Exposure Cohort Act will at long 
last repay our debt to the patriotic 
American workers of Rocky Flats, who 
served our Nation during the Cold War. 

Many Americans contributed to our 
victory in the Cold War. Brave men and 
women worked in laboratories and fac-
tories throughout the Nation, fash-
ioning nuclear weapons that led to the 
fall of the former Soviet Union. Unfor-
tunately, many of these Cold War Vet-
erans contracted cancer and other dis-
abling and fatal diseases due to their 
service. 

Before I arrived to Washington, DC, 
Congress recognized the sacrifices 
made by our nuclear weapons workers 
by enacting the Energy Employees Oc-
cupational Injury Compensation Act 
(EEOICPA) to provide benefits to nu-
clear weapons workers for their work- 
related illnesses or to their survivors 
when these illnesses took their lives. 

While thousands of workers are suc-
cessfully applying and receiving bene-
fits today, others face incredible obsta-
cles as they try to demonstrate that 
they qualify for benefits. In fact, a 
combination of missing records and bu-
reaucratic red tape has prevented 
many workers from accessing benefits 
who served at the Rocky Flats facility 
in Colorado. 

Our government failed these workers 
when they maintained shoddy, inac-
curate, and incomplete records. Thank-
fully, Congress had the foresight in the 
Energy Employees Act to realize that 
some workers might not be able to 
prove that their cancers were caused 
by their work in nuclear weapons fa-
cilities, whether due to the lack of 
records or other problems that make it 
difficult or impossible to determine the 
dose of radiation they received. To pro-
tect these workers, Congress des-
ignated a Special Exposure Cohort to 
receive benefits if they suffered from 
one of the specified cancers known to 
be linked to radiation exposure. 

Since February 2005, Rocky Flats 
workers have patiently and diligently 
been making their case to the Federal 
Government. Unfortunately, many of 
the Rocky Flats workers are running 
out of time. Over the past 2 years, sev-
eral have passed away without having 
received the healthcare and other bene-
fits that they would have qualified for 
if they were granted an SEC designa-
tion. 

Their petition is being reviewed by 
the Advisory Board on Radiation and 
Worker Health (ABRWH), a body that 
is stretched thin. In the past, I have 
raised my strong concerns about the 
several unfilled Advisory Board seats. I 
commend these Americans for having 

answered the calls of their government 
to serve our country. Like our Cold 
War Veterans, Advisory Board mem-
bers have sacrificed their time and en-
ergy to perform an important service. I 
believe it is the responsibility of this 
Congress to fulfill its duty as well. 

The bill I am introducing today 
would extend Special Exposure Cohort 
status to workers employed by the De-
partment of Energy or its contractors 
at Rocky Flats according to the strin-
gent requirements of the EEOICPA. As 
a result of this designation, a Rocky 
Flats worker suffering from one of the 
22 listed cancers will be able to receive 
benefits despite the inadequate records 
maintained by the Department of En-
ergy and its contractors. 

Through five decades, men and 
women worked at Rocky Flats, pro-
ducing plutonium, one of the most dan-
gerous substances in creation, and 
crafting it into the triggers for Amer-
ica’s nuclear arsenal. These men and 
women served a critical role in a pro-
gram deemed essential to our national 
security by a succession of Presidents 
and Congresses. We owe them an enor-
mous debt of gratitude. 

My bill is a companion bill to the bi-
partisan House bill, H.R. 904, intro-
duced by my friends, Congressman 
MARK UDALL and Congressman ED 
PERLMUTTER from Colorado. I look for-
ward to its bipartisan support in the 
Senate and urge this body to swiftly 
take up and pass this important legis-
lation. In doing so, we will right a 
wrong and fulfill a task that is long 
overdue. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and 
Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 730. A bill to amend the Help 
America Vote Act of 2002 to protect 
voting rights and to improve the ad-
ministration of Federal elections, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as we 
move forward in the coming months in 
the Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration on critical election re-
form hearings, I wanted to take this 
opportunity to re-introduce my legisla-
tion, the Voting Opportunity and Tech-
nology Enhancement Rights (VOTER) 
Act of 2007. I am committed to working 
with our new Rules Committee Chair 
Senator FEINSTEIN and my other Rules 
Committee colleagues, and with others 
off the committee, to try to secure en-
actment of tough new election reform 
legislation in this Congress. This bill 
provides a focus and framework for 
that discussion. 

It does not purport to address all of 
the key problems in election reform 
that have arisen since enactment in 
2002 of the historic Help America Vote 
Act (HAVA), but it is an important 
start, and I am pleased that Senator 
FEINSTEIN and I will be working to-
gether on comprehensive reform legis-
lation this year. In light of the con-
tinuing barriers that American citizens 
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found at polling places across this Na-
tion last November, including techno-
logical barriers, human errors, and 
other problems, we cannot rest on the 
laurels of past legislation. We must 
continue to strive to provide an equal 
opportunity for all citizens to partici-
pate in their democracy by voting and 
having their vote counted. 

That’s why today I am re-introducing 
this legislation. There is nothing more 
fundamental to the vitality of a de-
mocracy of the people, by the people, 
and for the people, than the people’s 
right to vote. In the words of Thomas 
Paine: ‘‘The right of voting for rep-
resentatives is the primary right by 
which other rights are protected.’’ In-
deed, it is the right on which all others 
in our democracy depend. 

We still have a long way to go before 
we get to the point where all Ameri-
cans are able to participate without ob-
stacles in our elections, and able to 
participate with confidence in the vot-
ing systems they use. In the 2000 presi-
dential election, 51.2 percent of the eli-
gible American electorate voted. And 
although in the 2004 presidential elec-
tion voting participation reached its 
highest level since 1968, only 60.7 per-
cent of eligible Americans voted. That 
dropped back down, in the 2006 off-year 
elections, to just over 40 percent. 

While there are many reasons why 
more Americans do not vote, we 
learned from the debacle of the 2000 
presidential elections that many citi-
zens cannot vote and have their vote 
counted because they are improperly 
removed from registration rolls, do not 
have access to accessible voting sys-
tems and ballots, or lack confidence in 
antiquated and error-prone machines 
and State administrative procedures. 
In response to those concerns, in 2002 
Congress enacted HAVA, overwhelm-
ingly bipartisan election reform legis-
lation. For the first time in our his-
tory, that landmark legislation estab-
lished the role of the Federal Govern-
ment in administering and funding 
Federal elections. The twin goals of the 
act were to make it easier to vote and 
harder to defraud the system. 

On the day that the Senate adopted 
its version of HAVA, I noted that the 
Senate bill was a bipartisan com-
promise and the culmination of the 
hard work of a dedicated group of Sen-
ators. But I also noted that the com-
promise was just that—it was not ev-
erything that all of us wanted, but it 
was something that everyone wanted. 
That was equally true of the final 
HAVA compromise on election reform. 

The 2004 and 2006 elections raised 
both continuing and new concerns. And 
some of the most important of these 
concerns are not addressed by HAVA. 
The fact that less than one-half of the 
eligible voting age population voted in 
2006 underscores the reality that not 
everybody votes in America. We must 
do better on this front, and we can. As 
the 2006 elections in some states re-
minded us, we also must do better at 
bolstering Americans’ confidence in 

the security and reliability of our elec-
tion systems, while preserving critical 
access to people with disabilities, lan-
guage minorities, and others. 

Let me summarize briefly what this 
bill does. First, the VOTER Act pro-
vides every eligible American, regard-
less of where they live in the world or 
where they find themselves on election 
day, the right to cast a National Fed-
eral Write-In Absentee Ballot in Fed-
eral elections. This new national ab-
sentee ballot extends to all citizens the 
same right to a Federal absentee ballot 
that overseas and active military vot-
ers currently have. Beginning with 
Federal elections in 2008, every State 
shall provide early voting opportuni-
ties for a minimum of 15 days prior to 
election day, including Saturdays. Be-
ginning in 2009, any otherwise eligible 
voter must be allowed to register to 
vote on election day and have that vote 
counted in Federal elections. This last 
provision would in itself be a major ad-
vance. 

The VOTER Act also addresses many 
of the recurring, and new, barriers to 
voting that voters faced at the polls in 
the last two federal elections. It re-
quires that a State count a provisional 
ballot for Federal office cast within the 
State by an otherwise eligible voter, 
notwithstanding the polling place 
where the ballot is cast. 

HAVA established a uniform national 
right for every voter in a Federal elec-
tion to receive and cast a provisional 
ballot. This new right was intended to 
ensure that no otherwise eligible voter 
could be turned away from the polls be-
cause of an administrative error or 
other challenge. But in 2004, and again 
in 2006, we saw this right eroded by 
States and applied in non-uniform 
ways. Some States, such as Ohio, ini-
tially interpreted HAVA to require 
that a voter be in their correct pre-
cinct in order to cast a Federal provi-
sional ballot. Other States interpreted 
the same HAVA language to allow 
challenged voters to cast a provisional 
ballot in their county of residence. 
Whether or not the provisional ballot 
was ultimately counted turned solely 
on State law. This bill ensures that 
voters who cast a provisional ballot for 
Federal office will have that ballot 
counted in a uniform manner. 

In addition, the VOTER Act requires 
that each State provide a minimum re-
quired number of voting systems and 
poll workers for each polling place on 
election day and during early voting, 
consistent with mandatory standards 
established by the Election Assistance 
Commission. This is to avoid the prob-
lem of long lines and disenfranchised 
voters because of too few voting sys-
tems or ballots at polling places and 
too few poll workers to assist voters. 
This requirement would become effec-
tive in January, 2008. 

To ensure that all voters have an op-
portunity to independently verify their 
ballot before it is cast and counted, the 
VOTER Act also requires that all 
States provide voters a voter-verified 

ballot with a choice of at least four for-
mats for verification: a paper record; 
an audio record; a pictorial record; and 
an electronic record or other means 
which is fully accessible to the dis-
abled, including the blind and visually 
impaired. 

HAVA already requires that all vot-
ing systems provide voters an oppor-
tunity to verify their ballot before it is 
cast and counted. HAVA also requires 
that all systems produce a permanent 
paper record for audit purposes. How-
ever, it does not spell out how that 
verification is to be achieved to ensure 
security and independence of the vot-
er’s choice. 

In the last few years, many have 
called on Congress to require a voter- 
verified paper ballot. And I understand 
what is behind that impulse. Even so, 
unless voter verification schemes are 
carefully crafted, paper-only processes 
can be less accurate, printer jams can 
result in more destroyed ballots, and 
they can inherently discriminate 
against the disabled, particularly the 
blind and visually-impaired. HAVA al-
ready requires that all voters, regard-
less of disability, be able to verify their 
ballots. With current and developing 
technology—and with new approaches 
being developed which will require 
paper ballots which are then convert-
ible into formats for verification that 
are accessible to persons with disabil-
ities and language minorities—I am 
hopeful that as we move forward we 
will be able to work out an approach on 
which all sides can agree. 

I continue to believe it is important 
to preserve the anti-discrimination re-
quirements in current law, by ensuring 
that appropriate verification alter-
natives are offered to those who need 
them. I know my colleagues have var-
ious proposals on this issue to bring be-
fore the Committee for its consider-
ation, either separately or as part of 
more comprehensive reform efforts, 
and we should examine those proposals 
carefully. That process has already 
begun with the Committee’s hearing 
last month which focused on problems 
with electronic voting systems, includ-
ing those currently before the court in 
the contested election for the 13th Con-
gressional District in Sarasota County, 
Florida. 

The VOTER Act also addresses the 
continuing problem of minority dis-
enfranchisement through last-minute 
purges of voter registration lists by re-
quiring States to provide public notice 
of any such purges not later than 45 
days before a Federal election. 

To expedite the studies called for 
under HAVA for establishing election 
day as a Federal holiday, the VOTER 
Act requires the EAC to complete its 
study and issue recommendations with-
in 6 months of enactment and ear-
marks funds within the EAC budget 
solely for this purpose. 

It also includes amendments to 
HAVA that build on the existing voting 
system requirements to ensure that all 
voting systems, including punch cards 
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and central count optical scan ma-
chines, provide voters with actual no-
tice of over-votes. Also, beginning in 
2009, States must allow for voter reg-
istration through the Internet. The bill 
also includes provisions to ensure both 
the security and uniform treatment of 
voter registration applications by re-
quiring that all voters sign an affidavit 
attesting to both their citizenship and 
age, in lieu of the HAVA requirements 
for a check-off box alone, effective in 
2009. 

HAVA requires that voter registra-
tion forms include questions regarding 
citizenship and age with check-off 
boxes that applicants use to indicate 
whether or not they meet eligibility re-
quirements. States are further required 
to contact any applicant who does not 
fill in the boxes in order to complete 
the form. However, in the 2004 and 2006 
elections, States implemented this re-
quirement in widely varying ways, re-
sulting in non-uniform treatment of 
voters in Federal elections. In some 
cases, States refused to process the 
form and failed to contact the voter. In 
other States, voters who had submitted 
incomplete forms were asked to com-
plete those forms at the polling place. 
While the twin purposes of HAVA were 
to make it easier to vote and harder to 
defraud the system, as implemented 
this requirement achieves neither pur-
pose. This requirement further resulted 
in disenfranchising voters who failed to 
check a box but nonetheless signed an 
affidavit, under penalty of perjury, at-
testing to both their citizenship and 
age. With the implementation of state-
wide voter registration lists, the 
check-off box requirement is unneces-
sary and burdensome to both voters 
and election administrators. 

To ensure that the implementation 
of the voter identification require-
ments in HAVA do not make it harder 
to vote, the VOTER Act expands the 
forms of identification that can be used 
to establish identity for first-time vot-
ers who submit their voter registration 
by mail to include an affidavit exe-
cuted by the voter attesting to his or 
her identity, generally subject to pen-
alties for perjury under State law. 

The VOTER Act also begins to re-
spond to concerns first raised in the 
2000 Presidential election in Florida, 
and echoed again in the 2004 and 2006 
elections, regarding the appearance of 
impartiality by State election officials 
who were otherwise active in Federal 
campaigns. The bill imposes new ac-
countability and transparency require-
ments on States, beginning in 2008, in-
cluding a public notice requirement of 
any changes in State law affecting the 
administration of elections, such as 
changes in polling places and actions 
denying access to polling place observ-
ers. Some have urged going beyond 
this, including by banning state elec-
tion officials from engaging in political 
activity in races which they oversee; 
the committee should consider this ap-
proach carefully. 

To ensure the independence of the 
Election Assistance Commission, and 

the timely issuance of guidance and 
standards, the bill provides the agency 
with independent budget authority and 
the authority to issue mandatory 
standards to implement the new re-
quirements. Finally, in recognition of 
the inherent role of the States in the 
administration of Federal elections, 
the VOTER Act provides additional 
Federal funds for the State require-
ment grants under HAVA to implement 
the new requirements. 

This measure does not pretend to be 
exhaustive, and I know there are other 
important reform ideas that will be 
considered by the committee, including 
measures to penalize deceptive voter 
intimidation practices, to impose addi-
tional voting systems testing, to im-
prove poll worker training, to ease reg-
istration for new voters, and others. I 
welcome a full discussion of all of these 
issues. 

While Congress accomplished much 
with the passage of the Help America 
Vote Act following the debacle of the 
2000 Presidential election, 5 years later 
voters still face some of the same bar-
riers to voting that HAVA promised to 
remove. As we move forward on elec-
tion reform this year, let us ensure 
that every eligible American voter has 
an equal opportunity to cast a vote and 
have that vote counted in Federal elec-
tions. 

I invite my colleagues to join me as 
cosponsors of this measure, and I ask 
unanimous consent that a brief sec-
tion-by-section analysis of this meas-
ure be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the anal-
ysis was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

VOTING OPPORTUNITY AND TECHNOLOGY 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2007 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
Sec. 1.—Tit1e; Table of Contents. 
Sec. 2.—Findings and Purposes. 
Sec. 3.—National Federal Write-In Absentee 

Ballot. 

Sec. 3 creates a National Federal Write-in 
Absentee Ballot (NFWAB) for Federal office 
to be used in a Federal election by any oth-
erwise eligible voter. 

Sec. 3 requires States to accept the 
NFWAB cast by any person eligible to vote 
in a Federal election, provided the ballot has 
been postmarked or signed by the voter be-
fore the close of the polls on election day. 

Sec. 3 requires the Election Assistance 
Commission to prescribe a national Federal 
write-in absentee ballot and prescribe stand-
ards for distributing the ballot, including 
distribution through the Internet. 

Sec. 4.—Voter Verified Ballots. 

Sec. 4 requires that all voting systems pur-
chased after January 1, 2009 and used in Fed-
eral elections provide an independent means 
for each voter to verify the ballot before it is 
cast and counted. 

Sec. 4 allows each voter to choose one 
means of verification from among the fol-
lowing options—(l) paper; (2) audio; (3) pic-
torial; or (4) an electronic record accessible 
for voters with disabilities. 

Sec. 5.—Requirements for Counting Provisional 
Ballots. 

Sec. 5 requires that a State shall count a 
provisional ballot for Federal office cast 
within the State by an otherwise eligible 

voter, notwithstanding the polling place in 
which the ballot is cast. 
Sec. 6.—Minimum Required Voting Systems and 

Poll Workers in Polling Places. 
Sec. 6 requires that each state shall pro-

vide the minimum required number of voting 
systems and poll workers for each polling 
place on election day and during early vot-
ing, consistent with mandatory standards es-
tablished by the Election Assistance Com-
mission. 
Sec. 7.—Election Day Registration. 

Sec. 7 requires that each State shall pro-
vide for election day registration in a Fed-
eral election for any otherwise eligible indi-
vidual, using a form established by the Elec-
tion Assistance Commission, unless the 
State does not have a voter registration re-
quirement. 
Sec. 8.—Integrity of Voter Registration Lists. 

Sec. 8 requires that each State provide 
public notice at least 45 days before a Fed-
eral election of all names removed from the 
voter registration list. 
Sec. 9.—Early Voting. 

Sec. 9 requires that each State shall estab-
lish an early voting program for a minimum 
of 15 calendar days before a Federal election 
that provides a uniform voting period each 
day, except Sunday, for at least 4 hours. 
Sec. 10.—Acceleration of Study on Election Day 

as a Public Holiday. 
Sec. 10 requires the Election Assistance 

Commission to submit within 6 months of 
enactment of this Act the report on estab-
lishing a public election day holiday and uni-
form poll closing time, and authorizes 
$100,000 for fiscal year 2007 for that purpose. 
Sec. 11.—lmprovements to Voting Systems. 

Sec. 11 requires that punch card and cen-
tral count voting systems conform to the in 
person notice of over-votes in Sec. 301 of the 
Help America Vote Act and to permit a— 
voter to verify and change or correct any er-
rors before the ballot is cast and counted. 
Sec. 12.—Voter Registration. 

Sec. 12 requires that, by January 1, 2009, 
the mail registration form be changed to in-
clude an affidavit to be signed by the voter 
attesting to citizenship and age eligibility 
and requires each State to establish a pro-
gram to permit voter registration through 
the Internet. 
Sec. 13.—Establishing Voter Identification. 

Sec. 13 requires that an individual may 
meet the identification requirement for vot-
ers who register by mail as described in Sec. 
303 of the Help America Vote Act by exe-
cuting a written affidavit attesting to the in-
dividual’s identity. 

Sec. 13 requires the Election Assistance 
Commission to develop standards for 
verifying voter identification information 
required for registration (the driver’s license 
number or last four digits of the social secu-
rity number), as described in Sec. 303 of the 
Help America Vote Act. 
Sec. 14.—Impartial Administration of Elections. 

Sec. 14 requires that each State will issue 
a public notice of changes in State election 
law since the most recent election. 

Sec. 14 requires that each State will allow 
uniform, nondiscriminatory access to ob-
serve a Federal election at any polling place 
to party challengers, voting and civil rights 
organizations, and nonpartisan domestic and 
international observers. 
Sec. 15.—Strengthening the Election Assistance 

Commission. 
Sec. 15 requires the Election Assistance 

Commission to provide budget estimates and 
requests to the Congress, the House Adminis-
tration Committee, and the Senate Rules 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:08 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S01MR7.REC S01MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2498 March 1, 2007 
and Administration Committee when it sub-
mits such estimates and requests to the 
President or Office of Management and 
Budget; the section provides rule-making au-
thority for the Election Assistance Commis-
sion with respect to subtitle C of this Act; 
the section requires that the Director of the 
National Institutes of Standards and Tech-
nology provide the Commission with tech-
nical support. 

Sec. 15 authorizes $23 million for the oper-
ational costs of the Election Assistance 
Commission for fiscal year 2007, with $3 mil-
lion earmarked for the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology for technical sup-
port, and such sums as necessary for the suc-
ceeding fiscal years. 
Sec. 16.—Authorization of Appropriations. 

Sec. 16 authorizes $2 billion for fiscal year 
2007 and such sums as necessary thereafter 
for requirements grants to States under title 
II of the Help America Vote Act to imple-
ment the additional requirements. 

By Mr. SALAZAR (for himself, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. WEBB, Mr. 
TESTER, and Mr. BUNNING): 

S. 731. A bill to develop a method-
ology for, and complete, a national as-
sessment of geological storage capacity 
for carbon dioxide, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, today, 
I am proud to introduce the National 
Carbon Dioxide Storage Capacity As-
sessment Act of 2007. 

Our earth is getting warmer. The Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration recently announced that 
2006 was the warmest year on record, 
and every single year since 1993 has 
fallen in the top twenty warmest years 
on record. 

In February 2007, a report released by 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change found the levels of carbon 
dioxide and other greenhouse gases in 
the atmosphere resulting from the 
burning of fossil fuels have increased 
more than 30 percent since the Indus-
trial Revolution. The increased levels 
of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere 
are contributing to the increased tem-
peratures we are seeing today. 

The United States is the largest 
emitter of CO2 in the world, and much 
of these emissions come from satis-
fying our energy needs. These same en-
ergy needs that fuel our homes, our 
cars, and our economy are hurting our 
planet. The debate on climate change 
in the Senate has started to transform, 
it has gone from whether or not cli-
mate change is real, to what can we do, 
now, to address climate change. There 
has been much discussion in the Senate 
about the need to create a clean energy 
future for America, and there is much 
optimism about our ability to produce 
energy in ways that do not harm the 
environment. 

In attempting to limit emissions, one 
promising step we can take is to se-
quester carbon dioxide. Carbon seques-
tration is a process where carbon is 
captured before it is released into the 
atmosphere, compressed, and stored 
underground in geological areas such 
as saline formations, unmineable coal 

seams, and oil and gas reservoirs. This 
technology exists today. 

My legislation would start us on the 
path to large-scale sequestration by di-
recting the U.S. Geological Survey to 
conduct a national assessment of our 
sequestration capacity. Specifically, 
this assessment would evaluate the po-
tential capacity and rate of carbon se-
questration in all possible sites 
throughout the United States, as well 
the various risk levels involved. 

Carbon sequestration also holds po-
tential economic benefits for the 
United States. Sequestration has the 
potential to enhance the recovery ca-
pabilities of certain oil, gas, and coal- 
bed reservoirs increasing the efficiency 
of these important resources to the 
benefit of all. 

The Department of Energy has al-
ready established seven regional car-
bon sequestration partnerships. These 
partnerships have vital experience and 
understanding about the potential for 
storing carbon dioxide. This bill will 
build upon the existing work of these 
partnerships, and create a national 
database assessable to the public on 
the potential storage sites across the 
United States—enabling companies to 
make cost-effective decisions needed to 
make sequestration a viable option. 

The need to combat climate change 
is here; many of the techniques and 
technologies to combat climate change 
are available; and we have the will to 
act. What is missing for carbon seques-
tration is a accessible, national assess-
ment of the potential storage sites. 
This bill gives us the tools our country 
needs to spur the implementation of 
carbon sequestration, fight climate 
change, and create a clean energy fu-
ture. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 732. A bill to empower Peace Corps 
volunteers, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today, 
March 1, marks the 46th Anniversary of 
the Peace Corps. Never in our history 
has it been more critical that the 
Peace Corps succeed in its mission to 
‘‘promote world peace and friendship.’’ 
As we all know, the Peace Corps seeks 
to advance both a better understanding 
of Americans and better understanding 
by Americans; and these goals are espe-
cially central if we want to effectively 
counter the spread of extremist ide-
ology to disaffected people around the 
world, people who, after all, know as 
little of us as we know of them. 

Since 1961, nearly 190,000 Peace Corps 
volunteers have served our Nation as 
citizen diplomats. For the last 45 years, 
by living and working side-by-side with 
people from 139 nations, these volun-
teers have represented the very best of 
American ideals: working to improve 
the human condition, and overcoming 
barriers of culture, language and reli-
gion, through patience, mutual respect, 
and partnership. 

The Peace Corps is an absolutely cru-
cial instrument in advancing Amer-

ica’s longer term foreign policy goals. 
And so today I am proud to introduce 
the Peace Corps Volunteer Empower-
ment Act that is designed to make the 
Peace Corps even more relevant to the 
dynamic world of the 21st Century. I 
am also very pleased to announce that 
another returned Peace Corps volun-
teer, Congressman SAM FARR will 
shortly introduce a companion bill in 
the House so that both bodies can 
begin working to pass this very impor-
tant legislation. 

The bill will provide seed monies for 
active Peace Corps volunteers for dem-
onstration projects at their specific in- 
country sites. It authorizes $10 million 
in additional annual appropriations to 
be distributed by the Peace Corps as 
grants to returned Peace Corps volun-
teers interested in undertaking ‘‘third 
goal’’ projects in their communities. 
The bill will also authorize active 
Peace Corps volunteers to accept, 
under certain carefully defined cir-
cumstances, private donations to sup-
port their development projects. 

For any organization to thrive, man-
agers and leaders must have access to 
first-hand knowledge and perspectives 
of those working on the front lines. 
And so, this bill will establish mecha-
nisms for more volunteer input into 
Peace Corps operations, including 
staffing decisions, site selection, lan-
guage training and country programs. 
This bill will also explicitly protect 
certain rights of Peace Corps volun-
teers with respect to termination of 
service and whistleblower protection. 

We must bring the Peace Corps into 
the digital age. To that end, this bill 
will provide volunteers with better 
means of communication by estab-
lishing websites and email links for use 
by volunteers in-country. 

Inadequate funding and internal 
structural roadblocks have unfortu-
nately resulted in an unfulfilled Presi-
dential pledge to double the size of the 
Peace Corps by 2007. Despite a large in-
crease in volunteers signing up for the 
Peace Corps immediately after Sep-
tember 11, the Congressional Research 
Service reports that the number of 
Peace Corps volunteers actually de-
clined in 2006. It is crucial that we 
work to reverse this troubling trend. 
That is why this bill authorizes active 
recruitment from the 185,000 returned 
Peace Corps volunteer community for 
second tours as volunteers and as par-
ticipants in third goal activities in the 
United States. 

This bill will also remove certain 
medical, healthcare and other impedi-
ments that discourage older individ-
uals from becoming Peace Corps volun-
teers. It will create more transparency 
in the medical screening and appeals 
process, and require reports on costs 
associated with extending post-service 
health coverage from 1 month to 6 
months. 

Finally, and perhaps most crucially, 
my bill includes annual authorizations 
for Fiscal Years 2008 to 2011, so that we 
can provide the means by which the 
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Peace Corps can double the number of 
volunteers to 15,000, by 2011. 

In all the controversies of the past 5 
years, all the vagaries of strategy and 
tactics and plans and counter plans, 
there’s one policy that guarantees suc-
cess: sending our best young men and 
women into the world to make Amer-
ica known. So, I encourage my col-
leagues to support this bill, to mod-
ernize, strengthen and enlarge the 
Peace Corps. On the 46th Anniversary 
of this great program, let us act swiftly 
to ensure that at the very least, the 
Peace Corps will continue to thrive for 
an additional 46 years. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself 
and Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 733. A bill to promote the develop-
ment of health care cooperatives that 
will help businesses to pool the health 
care purchasing power of employers, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, labor, 
and pensions. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, 
today, along with my colleague Sen-
ator COLLINS from Maine, I am intro-
ducing legislation to help businesses 
form group-purchasing cooperatives to 
obtain enhanced benefits, to reduce 
health care rates, and to improve qual-
ity for their employees’ health care. 

High health care costs are burdening 
businesses and employees across the 
Nation. These costs are digging into 
profits and preventing access to afford-
able health care. Too many patients 
feel trapped by the system, with deci-
sions about their health dictated by 
costs rather than by what they need. 

Nationally, the annual average cost 
to an employer for an individual em-
ployee’s health care is $3,615. For a 
family, the employer contribution is 
$8,508. We must curb these rapidly in-
creasing health care costs. I strongly 
support initiatives to ensure that ev-
eryone has access to health care. It is 
crucial that we support successful local 
initiatives to reduce health care pre-
miums and to improve the quality of 
employees’ health care. 

By using group purchasing to obtain 
rate discounts, some employers have 
been able to reduce the cost of health 
care premiums for their employees. Ac-
cording to the National Business Coali-
tion on Health, there are nearly 80 em-
ployer-led coalitions across the United 
States that collectively purchase 
health care. Through these pools, busi-
nesses are able to proactively chal-
lenge high costs and inefficient deliv-
ery of health care and share informa-
tion on quality. These coalitions rep-
resent over 10,000 employers nation-
wide. 

Improving the quality of health care 
will also lower the cost of care. By in-
vesting in the delivery of quality 
health care, we will be able to lower 
long term health care costs. Effective 
care, such as quality preventive serv-
ices, can reduce overall health care ex-
penditures. Health purchasing coali-
tions help promote these services and 

act as an employer forum for net-
working and education on health care 
cost containment strategies. They can 
help foster a dialogue with health care 
providers, insurers, and local HMOs. 

Health care markets are local. Prob-
lems with cost, quality, and access to 
health care are felt most intensely in 
the local markets. Health care coali-
tions can function best when they are 
formed and implemented locally. Local 
employers of large and small busi-
nesses have formed health care coali-
tions to track health care trends, cre-
ate a demand for quality and safety, 
and encourage group purchasing. 

In Wisconsin, there have been various 
successful initiatives that have formed 
health care purchasing cooperatives to 
improve quality of care and to reduce 
cost. For example, the Employer 
Health Care Alliance Cooperative, an 
employer-owned and employer-directed 
not-for-profit cooperative, has devel-
oped a network of health care providers 
in Dane County and 12 surrounding 
counties on behalf of its 157 member 
employers. Through this pooling effort, 
employers are able to obtain afford-
able, high-quality health care for their 
nearly 73,000 employees and depend-
ents. 

This legislation seeks to build on 
successful local initiatives, such as the 
Alliance, that help businesses to join 
together to increase access to afford-
able and high-quality health care. 

The Promoting Health Care Pur-
chasing Cooperatives Act would au-
thorize grants to a group of businesses 
so that they could form group-pur-
chasing cooperatives to obtain en-
hanced benefits, reduce health care 
rates, and improve quality. 

This legislation offers two separate 
grant programs to help different types 
of businesses pool their resources and 
bargaining power. Both programs 
would aid businesses to form coopera-
tives. The first program would help 
large businesses that sponsor their own 
health plans, while the second program 
would help small businesses that pur-
chase their health insurance. 

My bill would enable larger busi-
nesses to form cost-effective coopera-
tives that could offer quality health 
care through several ways. First, they 
could obtain health services through 
pooled purchasing from physicians, 
hospitals, home health agencies, and 
others. By pooling their experience and 
interests, employers involved in a coa-
lition could better address essential 
issues, such as rising health insurance 
rates and the lack of comparable 
health care quality data. They would 
be able to share information regarding 
the quality of these services and to 
partner with these health care pro-
viders to meet the needs of their em-
ployees. 

For smaller businesses that purchase 
their health insurance, the formation 
of cooperatives would allow them to 
buy health insurance at lower prices 
through pooled purchasing. Also, the 
communication within these coopera-

tives would provide employees of small 
businesses with better information 
about the health care options that are 
available to them. Finally, coalitions 
would serve to promote quality im-
provements by facilitating partner-
ships between their group and the 
health care providers. 

By working together, the group could 
develop better quality insurance plans 
and negotiate better rates. 

This legislation also tries to allevi-
ate the burden that our Nation’s farm-
ers face when trying to purchase health 
care for themselves, their families, and 
their employees. Because the health in-
surance industry looks upon farming as 
a high-risk profession, many farmers 
are priced out of, or simply not offered, 
health insurance. By helping farmers 
join cooperatives to purchase health 
insurance, we will help increase their 
health insurance options. 

Past health purchasing pool initia-
tives have focused only on cost and 
have tried to be all things for all peo-
ple. My legislation creates an incentive 
to join the pools by giving grants to a 
group of similar businesses to form 
group-purchasing cooperatives. The 
pools are also given flexibility to find 
innovative ways to lower costs, such as 
enhancing benefits, for example, more 
preventive care, and improving quality. 
Finally, the cooperative structure is a 
proven model, which creates an incen-
tive for businesses to remain in the 
pool because they will be invested in 
the organization. 

We must reform health care in Amer-
ica and give employers and employees 
more options. This legislation, by pro-
viding for the formation of cost-effec-
tive coalitions that will also improve 
the quality of care, contributes to this 
essential reform process. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this 
proposal to improve the quality and 
costs of health care. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 733 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Promoting 
Health Care Purchasing Cooperatives Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Health care spending in the United 
States has reached 16 percent of the Gross 
Domestic Product of the United States, yet 
46,000,000 people remains uninsured. 

(2) After nearly a decade of manageable in-
creases in commercial insurance premiums, 
many employers are now faced with consecu-
tive years of double digit premium increases. 

(3) Purchasing cooperatives owned by par-
ticipating businesses are a proven method of 
achieving the bargaining power necessary to 
manage the cost and quality of employer- 
sponsored health plans and other employee 
benefits. 

(4) The Employer Health Care Alliance Co-
operative has provided its members with 
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health care purchasing power through pro-
vider contracting, data collection, activities 
to enhance quality improvements in the 
health care community, and activities to 
promote employee health care consumerism. 

(5) According to the National Business Co-
alition on Health, there are nearly 80 em-
ployer-led coalitions across the United 
States that collectively purchase health 
care, proactively challenge high costs and 
the inefficient delivery of health care, and 
share information on quality. These coali-
tions represent more than 10,000 employers. 

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act 
to build off of successful local employer-led 
health insurance initiatives by improving 
the value of their employees’ health care. 
SEC. 3. GRANTS TO SELF INSURED BUSINESSES 

TO FORM HEALTH CARE COOPERA-
TIVES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services (in this Act re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’), acting through 
the Director of the Agency for Healthcare 
Research and Quality, is authorized to award 
grants to eligible groups that meet the cri-
teria described in subsection (d), for the de-
velopment of health care purchasing co-
operatives. Such grants may be used to pro-
vide support for the professional staff of such 
cooperatives, and to obtain contracted serv-
ices for planning, development, and imple-
mentation activities for establishing such 
health care purchasing cooperatives. 

(b) ELIGIBLE GROUP DEFINED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term 

‘‘eligible group’’ means a consortium of 2 or 
more self-insured employers, including agri-
cultural producers, each of which are respon-
sible for their own health insurance risk pool 
with respect to their employees. 

(2) NO TRANSFER OF RISK.—Individual em-
ployers who are members of an eligible group 
may not transfer insurance risk to such 
group. 

(c) APPLICATION.—An eligible group desir-
ing a grant under this section shall submit 
to the Secretary an application at such time, 
in such manner, and accompanied by such in-
formation as the Secretary may require. 

(d) CRITERIA.— 
(1) FEASIBILITY STUDY GRANTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible group may 

submit an application under subsection (c) 
for a grant to conduct a feasibility study 
concerning the establishment of a health in-
surance purchasing cooperative. The Sec-
retary shall approve applications submitted 
under the preceding sentence if the study 
will consider the criteria described in para-
graph (2). 

(B) REPORT.—After completion of a feasi-
bility study under a grant under this section, 
an eligible group shall submit to the Sec-
retary a report describing the results of such 
study. 

(2) GRANT CRITERIA.—The criteria described 
in this paragraph include the following with 
respect to the eligible group: 

(A) The ability of the group to effectively 
pool the health care purchasing power of em-
ployers. 

(B) The ability of the group to provide data 
to employers to enable such employers to 
make data-based decisions regarding their 
health plans. 

(C) The ability of the group to drive qual-
ity improvement in the health care commu-
nity. 

(D) The ability of the group to promote 
health care consumerism through employee 
education, self-care, and comparative pro-
vider performance information. 

(E) The ability of the group to meet any 
other criteria determined appropriate by the 
Secretary. 

(e) COOPERATIVE GRANTS.—After the sub-
mission of a report by an eligible group 

under subsection (d)(1)(B), the Secretary 
shall determine whether to award the group 
a grant for the establishment of a coopera-
tive under subsection (a). In making a deter-
mination under the preceding sentence, the 
Secretary shall consider the criteria de-
scribed in subsection (d)(2) with respect to 
the group. 

(f) COOPERATIVES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible group awarded 

a grant under subsection (a) shall establish 
or expand a health insurance purchasing co-
operative that shall— 

(A) be a nonprofit organization; 
(B) be wholly owned, and democratically 

governed by its member-employers; 
(C) exist solely to serve the membership 

base; 
(D) be governed by a board of directors 

that is democratically elected by the cooper-
ative membership using a 1-member, 1-vote 
standard; and 

(E) accept any new member in accordance 
with specific criteria, including a limitation 
on the number of members, determined by 
the Secretary. 

(2) AUTHORIZED COOPERATIVE ACTIVITIES.—A 
cooperative established under paragraph (1) 
shall— 

(A) assist the members of the cooperative 
in pooling their health care insurance pur-
chasing power; 

(B) provide data to improve the ability of 
the members of the cooperative to make 
data-based decisions regarding their health 
plans; 

(C) conduct activities to enhance quality 
improvement in the health care community; 

(D) work to promote health care con-
sumerism through employee education, self- 
care, and comparative provider performance 
information; and 

(E) conduct any other activities deter-
mined appropriate by the Secretary. 

(g) REVIEW.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date on which grants are awarded under 
this section, and every 2 years thereafter, 
the Secretary shall study programs funded 
by grants under this section and provide to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port on the progress of such programs in im-
proving the access of employees to quality, 
affordable health insurance. 

(2) SLIDING SCALE FUNDING.—The Secretary 
shall use the information included in the re-
port under paragraph (1) to establish a sched-
ule for scaling back payments under this sec-
tion with the goal of ensuring that programs 
funded with grants under this section are 
self sufficient within 10 years. 
SEC. 4. GRANTS TO SMALL BUSINESSES TO FORM 

HEALTH CARE COOPERATIVES. 
The Secretary shall carry out a grant pro-

gram that is identical to the grant program 
provided in section 3, except that an eligible 
group for a grant under this section shall be 
a consortium of 2 or more employers, includ-
ing agricultural producers, each of which— 

(1) have 99 employees or less; and 
(2) are purchasers of health insurance (are 

not self-insured) for their employees. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

From the administrative funds provided to 
the Secretary, the Secretary may use not 
more than a total of $60,000,000 for fiscal 
years 2008 through 2017 to carry out this Act. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 734. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce the rate 
of the tentative minimum tax for non-
corporate taxpayers to 24 percent; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to introduce legis-

lation to provide relief to the rising 
number of taxpayers impacted by the 
Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT). Be-
tween a lack of indexing for inflation 
and higher AMT tax rates relative to 
the regular income tax system, we now 
have a tax system which has grown far 
beyond its intended result. Important 
changes must be made to address these 
two critical issues. Absent legislative 
action, the number of taxpayers sub-
ject to AMT liability will continue to 
rise sharply. The AMT Rate Reduction 
Act of 2007 would bring the AMT back 
‘‘in line’’ with the regular individual 
income tax by reducing its rate back to 
24 percent. Combined with the contin-
ued extension of the AMT exemption, 
this proposal would remove millions of 
unintended middle-class taxpayers 
from the AMT rolls. 

The AMT functions as a parallel tax 
system to the regular income tax so 
that when a taxpayer’s AMT liability 
exceeds their regular income tax liabil-
ity, that person must pay the AMT. 
The AMT is set up to ensure that high- 
income taxpayers pay their fair share 
by denying certain deductions and ex-
emptions available under the regular 
income tax. However, the AMT is now 
hitting the middle class—and hitting 
them hard. 

It is important to keep in mind that 
the first version of the AMT was cre-
ated in 1969 in response to a small num-
ber of high-income individuals who had 
paid little or no federal income taxes. 
In 2006, 3.5 million taxpayers will be 
subject to the AMT, and that number 
will continue to increase sharply in the 
coming decade. In Pennsylvania alone, 
79,000 individuals filed their returns 
under the AMT in 2003, accounting for 
1.37 percet of all Pennsylvania returns; 
114,000 Pennsylvania returns were filed 
under the AMT in 2004, accounting for 
1.97 percent of all Pennsylvania re-
turns; and 137,486 Pennsylvania returns 
were filed under the AMT in 2005. 

This onerous tax is slapped on aver-
age American families largely because 
the AMT is not indexed for inflation, 
while the regular income tax is in-
dexed, and taxpayers are ‘‘pushed’’ into 
the AMT through so-called ‘‘bracket 
creep.’’ Temporary increases in the 
AMT exemption amounts expired at 
the end of 2006. The Economic Growth 
and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001 increased the AMT exemption 
amount effective for tax years between 
2001 and 2004; the Working Families 
Tax Relief Act of 2004 extended the pre-
vious increase in the AMT exemption 
amounts through 2005; and the Tax In-
crease Prevention and Reconciliation 
Act of 2005 increased the AMT exemp-
tion amount for 2006. If we do not again 
adjust the AMT exemption amount, it 
is estimated that the number of tax-
payers subject to the AMT will jump 
from 3.5 million in 2006 to 23 million in 
2007, with middle-income taxpayers 
most affected. In Pennsylvania alone, 
that number will jump drastically to 
837,000 in 2007. According to the Con-
gressional Research Service, taxpayers 
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filing joint returns with no dependents 
will be subject to the AMT starting at 
income levels of $75,386. Large families 
will be subject to the AMT at income 
levels as low as $49,438. 

In addition to the issue of indexing 
the AMT exemption amount for infla-
tion, the AMT tax rate relative to the 
regular income tax must also be ad-
dressed to keep additional taxpayers 
who were never intended to pay the 
AMT from being subject to its burden-
some grasp. In 1993, President Clinton 
and a Democrat-controlled Congress 
imposed a significant tax hike on 
Americans through the regular income 
tax. At the same time, the AMT tax 
rate was also increased from 24 percent 
to 26 percent for taxable income under 
$175,000 and from 24 percent to 28 per-
cent for taxable income that exceeds 
$175,000. In theory, these simultaneous 
changes had the effect of keeping 
roughly the same number of individ-
uals paying their taxes under the AMT. 
However, when President Bush’s tax 
cuts were enacted in 2001 and 2003, Con-
gress did not again adjust the AMT tax 
rates. Ironically, by reducing regular 
income tax liabilities without substan-
tially changing the AMT, many new 
taxpayers were pushed into these high-
er AMT tax rates created in 1993. 

According to an editorial in the Wall 
Street Journal (WSJ) on February 23, 
2007, entitled ‘‘Bill Clinton’s AMT 
Bomb,’’ the number of filers paying the 
AMT increased from 300,000 to nearly 2 
million between 1992 and 2002. The WSJ 
also cites a Joint Committee on Tax-
ation (JCT) analysis from April 2006 
which shows that about 11 million 
more Americans will have to pay the 
AMT next year as a result of the 1993 
AMT rate increase. It concludes that 
‘‘going back to the pre-Clinton rates 
would leave only about 2.6 million tax 
filers subject to an AMT penalty next 
year instead of 23 million under cur-
rent law.’’ 

The most unfortunate aspect of ad-
justing the AMT is the associated cost. 
According to the April 2006 JCT anal-
ysis, the ten-year cost of my proposal, 
combined with extension of the AMT 
exemption amount, is a staggering 
$632.7 billion. However, it is still sub-
stantially less than the cost of full re-
peal. According to the Congressional 
Research Service, it is estimated that 
repealing the AMT would cost, depend-
ing on whether the recent reductions in 
the regular income tax are extended 
beyond 2010, $806 billion to over $1.4 
trillion from 2007 through 2016. 

I am cognizant of the fact that 
Democrats in the 110th Congress will 
seek to fully offset the cost of the lost 
revenue resulting from any adjustment 
to the AMT. With the political realities 
being as such, I am willing to work 
with my colleagues to identify reason-
able offsets, if they are necessary, to 
garner broad support for this effort. 
However, it is questionable whether an 
offset should be needed to recover 
‘‘lost’’ revenue that was never intended 
to be collected in the first place. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to both simplify our tax 
code and to identify the best avenue for 
keeping unintended taxpayers from 
falling prey to the AMT. I will con-
tinue to support the so-called ‘‘hold- 
harmless patch.’’ By both extending 
and increasing the AMT exemption 
amount to keep up with inflation, the 
‘‘patch’’ ensures that no additional 
taxpayers on the lower end of the in-
come spectrum become liable for the 
AMT. However, I urge my colleagues to 
support my legislation which would re-
move millions of additional unintended 
taxpayers who are currently subject 
the AMT. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 734 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘AMT Rate 
Reduction Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. REDUCTION IN RATE OF TENTATIVE MIN-

IMUM TAX FOR NONCORPORATE 
TAXPAYERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
55(b)(1)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to noncorporate taxpayers) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
other than a corporation, the tentative min-
imum tax for the taxable year is— 

‘‘(I) 24 percent of the taxable excess, re-
duced by 

‘‘(II) the alternative minimum tax foreign 
tax credit for the taxable year.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (A) of section 55(b)(1) of such Code is 
amended by striking clause (iii). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
and Mr. COLEMAN, and Mr. 
KYL): 

S. 735. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to improve the ter-
rorist hoax statute; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in the 
wake of the tragic events of September 
11, Congress, the Administration and 
the country faced the urgent need to do 
all we can to strengthen our national 
security and counterterrorism strat-
egy. Soon after the attacks, Congress 
moved swiftly to enact new intel-
ligence and law enforcement powers for 
the Federal Government through the 
PATRIOT Act. Since then, we have 
also enacted legislation to reform our 
intelligence laws, and we spent signifi-
cant time re-authorizing key provi-
sions of the PATRIOT Act last year. 

Yet, much work still needs to be done 
to achieve the goals of the 9/11 Com-
mission. Two and a half years after its 
report, many of its recommendations 
haven’t been implemented and the Na-
tion remains seriously unprepared for 
another terrorist strike. A top priority 

is to enact the pending Improving 
America’s Security Act—an important 
step in the right direction to imple-
ment the Commission’s recommenda-
tions and strengthen the nation’s pre-
paredness against terrorism. 

Given the circumstances driving the 
passage of these measures, the admin-
istration and Congress must continue 
to work together to assess whether ex-
isting national security laws are ade-
quate and make necessary improve-
ments when required. 

While families in Boston, New York 
and across the country were still griev-
ing over the tragedy of September 11, 
our communities suddenly faced a new 
threat, when anthrax contamination 
resulted in 5 deaths and 20 hospitaliza-
tions across the country. As Federal, 
State and local law enforcement strug-
gled to deal with the threat of ter-
rorism, yet another challenge arose be-
cause of reckless individuals who per-
petrated hoaxes that caused panic, un-
rest and expenditure of critical re-
sources. 

Since September 11 such hoaxes have 
seriously disrupted many lives and 
needlessly diverted law-enforcement 
and emergency-services resources. In 
the wake of the anthrax attacks in the 
fall of 2001, for example, a number of 
individuals mailed unidentified white 
powder, intending for the recipient to 
believe it was anthrax. Over 150,000 an-
thrax hoaxes were reported between 
September 2001 and August 2002. 

In Massachusetts, one of these hoax-
es was directed at a military facility. 
Fire trucks and hazmat responders 
rushed to the scene at the Agawam ar-
mory, only to learn that the powder 
spread over the armory equipment was 
not a toxic substance. 

Hoaxes about anthrax continue to be 
a serious problem. Earlier this week, 
such a scare shut down a university 
campus in Missouri when a student 
claimed to have a bomb and anthrax. It 
was a false alarm, but authorities had 
no choice except to make a serious re-
sponse. They quarantined 23 people and 
evacuated 6,000 students from the cam-
pus and a nearby elementary school. 
The emotional and financial costs asso-
ciated with these hoaxes puts an ex-
traordinary strain on our communities 
and resources. 

Progress has been made to pass Fed-
eral and State laws to give prosecutors 
the authority to charge perpetrators 
engaging in such reckless conduct. 
Without tough and comprehensive laws 
on the books, successful and fair pros-
ecutions are much more difficult. 

In 2004, Congress enacted the first 
Federal terrorism hoax statute. Its 
purpose was to establish definitions 
and set serious penalties to deal with 
the problem of hoax crimes, but events 
have moved the need for additional au-
thority. A significant number of pros-
ecutions have taken place for individ-
uals who disrupt communities with ter-
rorist hoaxes, but a disturbing pattern 
has also developed of new hoaxes not 
covered by the original law. 
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A few weeks ago in Boston, adver-

tisers using so-called ‘‘guerrilla tac-
tics’’ left strange packages near sites 
essential for our region’s infrastruc-
ture. A serious response obviously had 
to be made, but its cost was high. Our 
public safety officials did an out-
standing job in responding to the 
threat and discovering the hoax. Bos-
ton, Cambridge, Somerville and other 
affected local governments are strug-
gling to deal with the cost and lost pro-
ductivity it caused. 

The incident highlighted the need to 
close the gaps in existing federal law 
on terrorist hoaxes. The current stat-
ute only punishes hoaxes involving an 
unduly restricted list of terrorist of-
fenses. This list does not include, for 
example, hoaxes related to taking hos-
tages, to blowing up energy facilities, 
attacks on military bases, or attacks 
on railways and mass-transit facilities, 
such as the London bombings. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will punish hoaxes involving any 
terrorist offense listed in current law. 
It also increases the maximum penalty 
for hoaxes involving the death or in-
jury of a U.S. soldier during wartime. 

One such incident involved a soldier 
from Flagstaff, Arizona who was then 
serving in Iraq. On a Sunday morning a 
prank caller devastated the family of a 
22-year-old in the Army, falsely telling 
them their son was dead. The call came 
only hours after the soldier had ap-
peared in an Arizona Daily Sun photo 
at a Support the Troops rally. 

The hoax was a nightmare for the 
family. It took them a full day to get 
confirmation that their son was still 
alive in Iraq. As a member of the fam-
ily testified, ‘‘As a result of this ordeal, 
my family had been put in an upheaval 
that is unimaginable. My mother, my 
brother, my sister and everybody in my 
family were placed in terror and im-
measurable pain. My niece even went 
into premature labor.’’ 

The consequences of this hoax went 
beyond the soldier’s family. The Army 
had allowed him to call home from Iraq 
by satellite phone to reassure them 
that he was alive and uninjured. But 
another soldier had been killed bring-
ing him the satellite phone to make 
the call. 

As the son wrote to his uncle: ‘‘I have 
seen things words can’t describe and 
done things I don’t want to. I lost some 
friends out here loading their bodies on 
the truck was the worst feeling in the 
world. One guy died bringing me a sat-
ellite phone so I could call dad to let 
him know I was alive. It made me 
think of Saving Private Ryan. Was it 
worth his life and the risk of three oth-
ers to bring me a phone? I know it was 
a relief to all of you to hear I was OK. 
Now I feel I must make my life worth 
his. I don’t know if I can do that.’’ 

The person who caused such a hoax 
deserves to be punished. This bill 
assures that effective penalties will be 
imposed for similar crimes in the fu-
ture. 

The bill also expands civil liability to 
allow first responders and others to 

seek reimbursement from a party who 
knows that first responders are re-
sponding to such a hoax and fails to in-
form authorities that no such event 
has occurred. 

Finally, the bill clarifies that threat-
ening communications are punishable 
under federal law even if they are di-
rected at an organization rather than a 
person. 

It’s unconscionable in this post-9/11 
world, for anyone to be perpetrating 
hoaxes that cause panic and drain al-
ready limited public safety resources. 

All of us remember where we were 
and what we were doing on 9/11. We will 
never forget the lives that were lost 
and the heroism of the first responders. 
We honor all those working so hard 
today to prevent future attacks. Hope-
fully, this bill will fulfill its purpose of 
preventing the false alarms that can be 
so disruptive of our families and our 
communities in these difficult and dan-
gerous times. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, the 
legislation that I am introducing today 
along with Senator’s KENNEDY and KYL 
will install tougher penalties on those 
who commit terrorism hoaxes. This is 
a very important issue to me given the 
September 2001 bomb threat to the 
Mall of America and because St. Paul 
is hosting the 2008 Republican Conven-
tion. 

We need to send a clear message to 
those planning a terrorism hoax that 
they will pay for it dearly by spending 
a number of years in prison. Terror-
izing the public through false threats is 
not a joke and should be treated as 
criminal conduct. The threats may be 
fake but the consequences are very real 
in costs to first responders, lost reve-
nues and sometimes the loss of human 
life. 

The problem is the current federal 
statute only punishes hoaxes involving 
an unduly restricted list of terrorist of-
fenses. This list does not include: hoax-
es related to the taking of hostages in 
order to coerce the Federal Govern-
ment; hoaxes related to blowing up an 
energy facility; hoaxes related to at-
tacks on military bases aimed at un-
dermining national defense; or hoaxes 
related to attacks on railways and 
mass-transportation facilities, such as 
the recent London bombings. 

The Kennedy-Coleman-Kyl legisla-
tion fills these gaps by expanding the 
hoax statute to punish hoaxes involv-
ing any offense included on the U.S. 
Code’s official list of federal terrorist 
offenses. Specifically, this bill: expands 
on the current terrorism hoax statute 
so this punishes hoaxes about any ter-
rorist offense on the U.S. Code’s offi-
cial list of terrorist offenses; increases 
the maximum penalties for hoaxes 
about the death or injury of a U.S. sol-
dier during wartime; expands current 
law’s civil liability provisions to allow 
first responders and others to seek re-
imbursement from a party who per-
petrates a hoax and becomes aware 
that first responders believe that a ter-
rorist offense is taking place but fails 

to inform authorities that no such 
event has occurred; and clarifies that 
threatening communications are pun-
ishable under federal law even if they 
are directed at an organization rather 
than a natural person. 

The bill increases the penalties for 
perpetrating a hoax about the death, 
injury, or capture of a U.S. soldier dur-
ing wartime. Under the bill, the max-
imum penalty for such hoax would be 
10 years’ imprisonment, and a hoax re-
sulting in serious bodily injury could 
be punished by up to 25 years’ impris-
onment. I urge my colleagues to pass 
this bipartisan measure. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself 
and Mr. SMITH): 

S. 736. A bill to provide for the regu-
lation and Oversight of laboratory 
tests; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it’s a 
privilege to join Senator SMITH today 
to introduce the Laboratory Test Im-
provement Act. Our goal is to ensure 
the quality of clinical tests used every 
day in hospitals and doctors’ offices 
across the country. Physicians often 
base medical decisions on the results of 
such tests, and patients deserve con-
fidence that they will not be wrongly 
diagnosed or given the wrong pill be-
cause of a faulty test. 

In this era of rapid progression in the 
life sciences, we are learning more and 
more about the human genome and the 
genetic basis of disease. Genetic tests 
are now available for over a thousand 
different diseases, and the number is 
continuing to grow. The tests are being 
used to diagnose illnesses, predict who 
is most susceptible to specific diseases, 
and identify persons who carry a ge-
netic disease that they could pass on to 
their children. 

Today, doctors often apply different 
treatments until they find one that is 
effective and safe for a patient. But 
such a trial and error strategy often 
delays effective treatment and may 
well cause avoidable adverse events. In 
many cases today, however, clinical 
tests can enable doctors to avoid such 
errors. Through personalized medicine 
and the use of newly developed genetic 
tests, doctors are able to give a par-
ticular drug only to patients in whom 
it is very likely to be effective and 
safe, and can avoid giving it to patients 
who might suffer an adverse reaction. 

As additional technologies are devel-
oped and our knowledge increases, clin-
ical testing will become more and more 
important in guiding medical deci-
sions, and it is essential for us to see 
that the tests meet a high standard. 
We know, however, that patients have 
received the wrong results from some 
tests. In some cases, the claims associ-
ated with genetic tests are clearly du-
bious. 

Last year, Senator SMITH chaired a 
hearing by the Special Committee on 
Aging on a GAO report, which found 
that some genetic tests sold to the pub-
lic have no scientific merit. Our legis-
lation will give health providers and 
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patients the best possible information 
about the analytical and clinical valid-
ity of all clinical tests. It is our respon-
sibility to guarantee that such tests 
are accurate and reliable, and I urge 
our colleagues to support it. 

By Mr. OBAMA: 
S. 737. A bill to amend the Help 

America Vote Act of 2002 in order to 
measure, compare, and improve the 
quality of voter access to polls and 
voter services in the administration of 
Federal elections in the States; to the 
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion. 

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President. I am 
proud to introduce the Voter Advocate 
and Democracy Index Act of 2007 with 
the goal of having the Act help inform 
voters and State officials on how well 
their States are doing on a basic set of 
procedural standards for making polls 
accessible to voters and making the 
right to vote as easy to exercise as pos-
sible. 

The Act would establish an Office of 
the Voter Advocate within the Election 
Assistance Commission that would be 
charged with creating a Democracy 
Index. The Index would rank States ac-
cording to a system of measurable, 
basic state election practices. With 
that information, States could identify 
weak spots in their process, and voters 
could push for better performance. 

The concept is based on a proposal 
that Yale Law School Professor Heath-
er Gerken published this January in 
Legal Times. It focuses on issues that 
matter to all voters: How long did vot-
ers spend in line? How many ballots 
got discarded? How often did the bal-
loting machinery break down? 

The Act would constitute an impor-
tant first step toward improving the 
health of our democracy. We are all fa-
miliar with the problems that have re-
cently plagued our elections: Long 
lines, lost ballots, voters improperly 
turned away from the polls. These are 
basic failures of process. Until we fix 
them, we run the risk in every election 
that we will once again experience the 
kind of chaos and uncertainty that par-
alyzed the Nation in 2000. We can do 
better. We must do better. But to do 
better, we need more than anecdotal 
information. We need better, non-
partisan, objective information. 

This bill would provide that informa-
tion. Some voters have personally ex-
perienced problems in casting a ballot; 
others see stories on the news about 
election results tainted by malfunc-
tioning machines, inadequate registra-
tion lists, or poorly trained adminis-
trators. I believe that these issues are 
merely the visible symptoms of a deep-
er, systemic problem in the way our 
election system is run. But voters need 
a yardstick for evaluating the full ex-
tent of the problem and what needs to 
be done to improve the election process 
in their State. 

Toward that end, this bill would 
charge the Office of the Voter Advocate 
with creating the Democracy Index and 

specifying the success or failure of 
States in meeting the criteria that the 
index is going to measure. The bill also 
ensures that the Office of the Voter Ad-
vocate will draw upon the experience 
and knowledge of experts and citizens 
in thinking about what information 
voters would want to know in evalu-
ating the health of their State’s elec-
tion process. And it requires the Office 
to establish a pilot program for the 
2008 election, use the lessons learned 
from that experience, and make the 
Index a reality nationwide as soon as 
possible. 

The Democracy Index would encour-
age healthy competition among States 
to improve their systems. It would 
allow states to engage in healthy ex-
perimentation about how best to run 
an election. In short, the Democracy 
Index will empower voters and encour-
age States to work toward the goal we 
all share: an election system that 
makes us all proud. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. 
COLEMAN): 

S. 738. A bill to amend the Small 
Business Act to improve the Office of 
International Trade, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, as I 
come to the floor today to speak, there 
are countless small businesses in the 
Gulf Coast, right this moment, that are 
open for business. The fact that they 
are open at all is a testament to the 
hard work and resolve of their owners, 
along with the focus and commitment 
of community leaders, state and local 
officials, as well as Congress and the 
White House. This is because, as you 
know, the Gulf Coast was devastated in 
2005 by two of the most powerful 
storms to ever hit the United States in 
recorded history—Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita. 

I strongly believe that we cannot re-
build the Gulf Coast without our small 
businesses. Small businesses not only 
create jobs and pay taxes—they provide 
the innovation and energy that drives 
our economy. In fact, before Katrina 
and Rita hit, there were more than 
95,000 small businesses in Louisiana, 
employing about 850,000 people—more 
than half of my State’s workforce. 
About 39,000 of these businesses have 
yet to resume normal operations so I 
intend to do everything I can in the 
coming months to get them back up 
and running. 

That is why today I am introducing 
legislation to first help small busi-
nesses in the Gulf recover, as well as to 
provide assistance to businesses in 
other parts of the country. In par-
ticular, this legislation is focused on 
promoting exports by U.S. small busi-
nesses. Small businesses are important 
players in international trade, which is 
reflected in the fact that small busi-
nesses represent that 96 percent of all 
exporters of goods and services. In Lou-
isiana, we have about 2,000 declared ex-

porters. However, there are many more 
businesses in my State who conduct 
Internet sales overseas, as well as 
those who focus operations on domestic 
sales but have some international buy-
ers as well. These businesses are ex-
porters but in many cases they do not 
even realize it! 

Given the importance of these ex-
porters to my state and to the rest of 
the country, I would like to improve 
their competitive edge in the inter-
national market and give them every 
resource they need to succeed. Cer-
tainly my first priority is to provide 
additional assistance to affected Gulf 
Coast small businesses. As they con-
tinue to recover, one of the main issues 
being faced by our small business is ac-
cessing capital. Our exporters are no 
different. They need help accessing ex-
port financing to cover export-related 
costs such as purchasing equipment, 
purchasing inventory, or financing pro-
duction costs. This legislation would 
help strengthen the SBA International 
Finance Specialist program to help 
these small businesses access export fi-
nancing. 

Today I am introducing the Small 
Business International Trade Enhance-
ments Act of 2007 to give all small busi-
nesses the opportunity to expand their 
operations into international markets. 
I am pleased to have Senator KERRY, 
the Chair of the Senate Small Business 
Committee, as well as Senator SNOWE, 
the Ranking Member, and my col-
league Senator COLEMAN, as cospon-
sors. 

As I mentioned we have 2,000 export-
ers in Louisiana. However, there are 
many other businesses who are export-
ers, but they do not even realize it. 
They may have overseas Internet sales, 
or they focus operations on domestic 
sales, but have some international buy-
ers as well. In fact, the Small Business 
Administration has stated that over 96 
percent of all exporters of goods and 
services are small businesses. 

Given the importance of these ex-
porters to my State and to the rest of 
the Gulf Coast, I would like to improve 
their competitive edge in the inter-
national market and give them every 
resource they need to succeed. As they 
continue to recover, one of the main 
issues being faced by our small busi-
ness is accessing capital. Our exporters 
are no different. They need help access-
ing export financing to cover export-re-
lated costs such as purchasing equip-
ment, purchasing inventory, or financ-
ing production costs. 

To assist these businesses, fifteen 
SBA Finance Specialists operate out of 
100 U.S. Export Assistance Centers ad-
ministered by the Department of Com-
merce around the country. That is a 
record staffing low for this program, 
down from a peak of 22 Finance Spe-
cialists in 2000. To ensure that all 
smaller exporters nationwide will con-
tinue to have access to export financ-
ing, this bill establishes a floor of 18 
International Finance Specialists. I be-
lieve this will send a signal to our ex-
porters that, despite current budget 
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deficits, we are committed to our ex-
porters and want to provide them with 
the necessary resources to compete 
internationally. 

I realize that the need for export fi-
nancing is not just limited to the Gulf 
Coast. There are small businesses na-
tionwide that are looking to find mar-
kets overseas. One tool that they can 
use is the SBA’s International Trade 
Loan (ITL) program. International 
Trade Loans can help exporters develop 
and expand overseas markets; upgrade 
equipment or facilities; and assist ex-
porters that are being hurt by import 
competition. Exporters can borrow up 
to $2 million, with $1,750,000 guaranteed 
by SBA. 

However, as currently structured 
these loans are not user-friendly to 
lenders or borrowers and, as a result, 
are underutilized. Let me explain what 
I mean. First, the $250,000 difference be-
tween the loan cap and the guarantee 
requires borrowers to take out a second 
SBA loan to take full advantage of the 
$2 million guarantee. ITLs can only be 
used to acquire fixed assets and not 
working capital, a common need for ex-
porters. Furthermore, ITLs do not have 
the same collateral or refinancing re-
quirements as SBA 7(a) loans. Because 
of these issues, lenders do not use these 
loans. 

This legislation will also reduce the 
paperwork by increasing the maximum 
loan guarantee to $2,750,000 and the 
loan cap to $3,670,000 to bring it more 
in line with the 7(a) program. The bill 
also creates a more flexible ITL by set-
ting out that working capital is an eli-
gible use for loan proceeds, in addition 
to making the ITL consistent with reg-
ular 7(a) loans by allowing the same 
collateral and refinancing terms as 
with 7(a). 

The SBA International Trade and Ex-
port Loans are valuable tools for ex-
porters but they are useless if there is 
no one to assist borrowers with identi-
fying which loans are right for them. 
Local lending institutions that spe-
cialize in export financing can help but 
at a cost over less than $2 million per 
year, the current group of Finance Spe-
cialists has obtained bank financing for 
more than $10 billion in U.S. exports 
since 1999. The $10 billion in export 
sales financed by these specialists 
helped to create over 140,000 new, high- 
paying U.S. jobs. 

The Small Business International 
Trade Enhancements Act of 2007 is an 
important first step, not just for ex-
porters in the Gulf Coast, but also for 
small businesses nationwide who are 
looking to open markets overseas. I 
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation since it will help our exporters 
in the Gulf Coast recover and also give 
small businesses nationwide more op-
tions when they are seeking export fi-
nancing. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 738 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi-
ness International Trade Enhancements Act 
of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION ASSO-

CIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 22(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 649(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘The head of the Office shall be the Asso-
ciate Administrator for International Trade, 
who shall be responsible to the Adminis-
trator.’’. 

(b) AUTHORITY FOR ADDITIONAL ASSOCIATE 
ADMINISTRATOR.—Section 4(b)(1) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 633(b)(1)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in the fifth sentence, by striking ‘‘five 
Associate Administrators’’ and inserting 
‘‘Associate Administrators’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘One of the Associate Administrators shall 
be the Associate Administrator for Inter-
national Trade, who shall be the head of the 
Office of International Trade established 
under section 22.’’. 

(c) DISCHARGE OF ADMINISTRATION INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE RESPONSIBILITIES.—Section 
22 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 649) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(h) DISCHARGE OF ADMINISTRATION INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Ad-
ministrator shall ensure that— 

‘‘(1) the responsibilities of the Administra-
tion regarding international trade are car-
ried out through the Associate Adminis-
trator for International Trade; 

‘‘(2) the Associate Administrator for Inter-
national Trade has sufficient resources to 
carry out such responsibilities; and 

‘‘(3) the Associate Administrator for Inter-
national Trade has direct supervision and 
control over the staff of the Office of Inter-
national Trade, and over any employee of 
the Administration whose principal duty sta-
tion is a United States Export Assistance 
Center or any successor entity.’’. 

(d) ROLE OF ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR IN 
CARRYING OUT INTERNATIONAL TRADE POL-
ICY.—Section 2(b)(1) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 631(b)(1)) is amended in the 
matter preceding subparagraph (A)— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘the Administrator of’’ be-
fore ‘‘the Small Business Administration’’; 
and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘through the Associate Ad-
ministrator for International Trade, and’’ 
before ‘‘in cooperation with’’. 

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
22(c)(5) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
649(c)(5)) is amended by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration shall appoint an Associate Ad-
ministrator for International Trade under 
section 22 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 649), as amended by this section. 
SEC. 3. OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE. 

Section 22 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 649) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘SEC. 22. (a) There’’ and in-
serting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 22. OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE. 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There’’. 
(2) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘(referred 

to in this section as the ‘Office’),’’ after 
‘‘Trade’’; 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘The Office’’ and inserting 

the following: 

‘‘(b) TRADE DISTRIBUTION NETWORK.—The 
Office, including United States Export As-
sistance Centers (referred to as ‘one-stop 
shops’ in section 2301(b)(8) of the Omnibus 
Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 (15 
U.S.C. 4721(b)(8)) and as ‘export centers’ in 
this section)’’; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(1) assist in maintaining a distribution 
network using regional and local offices of 
the Administration, the small business de-
velopment center network, the women’s 
business center network, and export centers 
for— 

‘‘(A) trade promotion; 
‘‘(B) trade finance; 
‘‘(C) trade adjustment; 
‘‘(D) trade remedy assistance; and 
‘‘(E) trade data collection.’’; 
(4) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) 

through (8) as paragraphs (2) through (9), re-
spectively; 

(B) by inserting before paragraph (2), as so 
redesignated, the following: 

‘‘(1) establish annual goals for the Office 
relating to— 

‘‘(A) enhancing the exporting capability of 
small business concerns and small manufac-
turers; 

‘‘(B) facilitating technology transfers; 
‘‘(C) enhancing programs and services to 

assist small business concerns and small 
manufacturers to compete effectively and ef-
ficiently against foreign entities; 

‘‘(D) increasing the access to capital by 
small business concerns; 

‘‘(E) disseminating information concerning 
Federal, State, and private programs and ini-
tiatives; and 

‘‘(F) ensuring that the interests of small 
business concerns are adequately represented 
in trade negotiations;’’; 

(C) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘mechanism for’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘(D)’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘mechanism for— 

‘‘(A) identifying subsectors of the small 
business community with strong export po-
tential; 

‘‘(B) identifying areas of demand in foreign 
markets; 

‘‘(C) prescreening foreign buyers for com-
mercial and credit purposes; and 

‘‘(D)’’; and 
(D) in paragraph (9), as so redesignated— 
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘full-time export develop-

ment specialists to each Administration re-
gional office and assigning’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘office. Such specialists’’ 
and inserting ‘‘office and providing each Ad-
ministration regional office with a full-time 
export development specialist, who’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(iii) in subparagraph (E), by striking the 
period at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(F) participate jointly with employees of 

the Office in an annual training program 
that focuses on current small business needs 
for exporting; and 

‘‘(G) jointly develop and conduct training 
programs for exporters and lenders in co-
operation with the United States Export As-
sistance Centers, the Department of Com-
merce, small business development centers, 
and other relevant Federal agencies.’’; 

(5) in subsection (d)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘EXPORT FINANCING PRO-

GRAMS.—’’ after ‘‘(d)’’; 
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(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1) 

through (5) as clauses (i) through (v), respec-
tively, and adjusting the margins accord-
ingly; 

(C) by striking ‘‘The Office shall work in 
cooperation’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall work in 
cooperation’’; and 

(D) by striking ‘‘To accomplish this goal, 
the Office shall work’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) TRADE FINANCIAL SPECIALIST.—To ac-
complish the goal established under para-
graph (1), the Office shall— 

‘‘(A) designate at least 1 individual within 
the Administration as a trade financial spe-
cialist to oversee international loan pro-
grams and assist Administration employees 
with trade finance issues; and 

‘‘(B) work’’; 
(6) in subsection (e), by inserting ‘‘TRADE 

REMEDIES.—’’ after ‘‘(e)’’; 
(7) by amending subsection (f) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Office 

shall submit an annual report to the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship of the Senate and the Committee on 
Small Business of the House of Representa-
tives that contains— 

‘‘(1) a description of the progress of the Of-
fice in implementing the requirements of 
this section; 

‘‘(2) the destinations of travel by Office 
staff and benefits to the Administration and 
to small business concerns therefrom; and 

‘‘(3) a description of the participation by 
the Office in trade negotiations.’’; 

(8) in subsection (g), by inserting ‘‘STUD-
IES.—’’ after ‘‘(g)’’; and 

(9) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(i) EXPORT ASSISTANCE CENTERS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—During the period begin-

ning on October 1, 2006, and ending on Sep-
tember 30, 2009, the Administrator shall en-
sure that the number of full-time equivalent 
employees of the Office assigned to the one- 
stop shops referred to in section 2301(b) of 
the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act 
of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 4721 (b)) is not less than the 
number of such employees so assigned on 
January 1, 2003. 

‘‘(2) PRIORITY OF PLACEMENT.—Priority 
shall be given, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, to placing employees of the Adminis-
tration at any Export Assistance Center 
that— 

‘‘(A) had an Administration employee as-
signed to such Center before January 2003; 
and 

‘‘(B) has not had an Administration em-
ployee assigned to such Center during the pe-
riod beginning January 2003, and ending on 
the date of enactment of this subsection, ei-
ther through retirement or reassignment. 

‘‘(3) NEEDS OF EXPORTERS.—The Adminis-
trator shall, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, strategically assign Administration 
employees to Export Assistance Centers, 
based on the needs of exporters. 

‘‘(4) GOALS.—The Office shall work with 
the Department of Commerce and the Ex-
port-Import Bank to establish shared annual 
goals for the Export Centers. 

‘‘(5) OVERSIGHT.—The Office shall designate 
an individual within the Administration to 
oversee all activities conducted by Adminis-
tration employees assigned to Export Cen-
ters.’’. 
SEC. 4. INTERNATIONAL TRADE LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(a)(3)(B) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(3)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$1,750,000, of which not 
more than $1,250,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$2,750,000 (or if the gross loan amount would 
exceed $3,670,000), of which not more than 
$2,000,000’’. 

(b) WORKING CAPITAL.—Section 7(a)(16)(A) 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
636(a)(16)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘in—’’ and inserting ‘‘—’’; 

(2) in clause (i)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘in’’ after ‘‘(i)’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(3) in clause (ii)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘in’’ after ‘‘(ii)’’; and 
(B) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; 

or’’; and 
(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) by providing working capital.’’. 
(c) COLLATERAL.—Section 7(a)(16)(B) of the 

Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(16)(B)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Each loan’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), each loan’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—A loan under this para-

graph may be secured by a second lien posi-
tion on the property or equipment financed 
by the loan or on other assets of the small 
business concern, if the Administrator deter-
mines such lien provides adequate assurance 
of the payment of such loan.’’. 

(d) REFINANCING.—Section 7(a)(16)(A)(ii) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
636(a)(16)(A)(ii)), as amended by this section, 
is amended by inserting ‘‘, including any 
debt that qualifies for refinancing under any 
other provision of this subsection’’ before 
the semicolon. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
KERRY, Ms. CANTWELL, and Mrs. 
LINCOLN): 

S. 739. A bill to provide disadvan-
taged children with access to dental 
services; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I am reintroducing legislation 
entitled the Children’s Dental Health 
Improvement Act of 2007, along with 
several of my colleagues. This legisla-
tion is designed to improve the access 
and delivery of dental health services 
to our Nation’s children through Med-
icaid, through the State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program, SCHIP, 
through the Indian Health Services, or 
IHS, and also through our Nation’s 
safety net of community health cen-
ters. 

The oral health problems facing chil-
dren in this country are widespread. 
They are closely associated with pov-
erty. Tooth decay remains the single 
most common childhood disease na-
tionwide. Although poor children are 
more than twice as likely to have cav-
ities as wealthier children, experts re-
port that they are far less likely to re-
ceive treatment. The dramatic con-
sequences of this lack of oral health 
care were underscored yesterday in the 
Washington Post article discussing the 
death of 12-year-old Deamonte Driver 
from complications arising from a lack 
of dental care. I know Senator CARDIN 
has spoken on this same tragic inci-
dent. 

A little over a month ago, Deamonte 
Driver came home complaining of a 
toothache. Today, that young man is 
dead. What began as a simple tooth-
ache developed into an abscessed tooth 
and, eventually, a brain infection that 

killed him. Although his family at-
tempted to access care, they could not 
acquire meaningful oral health services 
either when they were on the Medicaid 
Program or while they were uninsured. 

While this young man’s death is 
shocking, the lack of access to dental 
care that it reflects is not unusual. The 
inspector general of the Department of 
Health and Human Services reported 
that only 18 percent of the children 
who are eligible for Medicaid actually 
received even a single preventive den-
tal service. The inspector general also 
reports that there is no State in the 
Union that provides preventive services 
to more than 50 percent of the eligible 
children. The factors are complex, but 
the primary one is due to the limited 
participation by dentists in the Med-
icaid Program because of the very low 
reimbursement rates that are provided. 
Such issues played a central role in the 
death of this young man. 

The Children’s Dental Health Im-
provement Act of 2007 provides a com-
prehensive strategy to address the un-
derlying oral health issues that led to 
Deamonte’s death. First, the legisla-
tion provides grants to States to im-
prove dental services to children en-
rolled in Medicaid and SCHIP. Such 
grants will not only assure improved 
delivery of dental services to children 
but also improved payment rates for 
dental services that are provided 
through those two programs. The bill 
will also include grants to federally 
qualified health centers, to county and 
local public health departments, to 
dental schools, Indian tribes, tribal 
corporation organizations, and others 
to increase the availability of primary 
dental care services in underserved 
areas. 

The bill also provides critical bonus 
payments to dentists within the Indian 
Health Service who commit to work 
there for 2, 3, or 4 years. The legisla-
tion also ensures SCHIP funds will be 
utilized to provide coverage for dental 
services for low-income children who 
have access to limited health insurance 
coverage that does not include dental 
services. This is known as wraparound 
coverage, and it is crucial that we pro-
vide for this. 

In addition, the bill would make im-
portant changes to the way in which 
dental residents are counted for Medi-
care graduate medical education or 
GME purposes to incentivize dental 
schools to train a larger number of 
dentists. 

Finally, the legislation also creates a 
comprehensive oral health initiative 
aimed at reducing oral health dispari-
ties for vulnerable populations such as 
low-income children and children with 
developmental disabilities. Such ac-
tivities will be administered through 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol, and a newly established chief den-
tal officer for Medicaid and SCHIP. 
Such activities will also include 
school-based dental sealant programs 
as well as basic oral health promotion. 
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I introduce the legislation in the 

hope that this Congress will act this 
year to ensure that Deamonte’s death 
does not repeat itself, that no more of 
America’s children will suffer need-
lessly or even, as in this case, die as a 
result of a lack of access to meaningful 
oral health care. I urge my colleagues 
in the Senate to join me in supporting 
this important legislation. 

I would like to thank the American 
Dental Association, the American Den-
tal Education Association, the Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatric Dentistry, 
the National Association of Commu-
nity Health Centers, Inc., the National 
Association of Children’s Hospitals, the 
American Dental Hygienists’ Associa-
tion, and the Children’s Dental Health 
Project for their outstanding support 
and/or their technical advice on this 
legislation. This bill is a result of their 
outstanding work. 

In particular, I want to thank Dr. 
Burt Edelstein, Libby Mullin, and Ann 
De Biasi of the Children’s Dental 
Health Project for their vast knowl-
edge and technical assistance on this 
issue. I want to thank Judy Sherman of 
the American Dental Association, Myla 
Moss and Jack Bresch of the American 
Dental Education Association, Dr. 
Herber Simmons and Scott Litch of the 
American Academy of Pediatric Den-
tistry, Karen Sealander of the Amer-
ican Dental Hygienists’ Association, 
Dr. Jim Richeson and Judy Kloss 
Bynum of the Academy of General Den-
tistry, Dr. Stephen Corbin of Special 
Olympics, Inc., and Dan Hawkins, Chris 
Koppen, and Roger Schwartz of the Na-
tional Association of Community 
Health Centers, Inc., for their valuable 
insight, technical advice, and contin-
ued support for this legislation. I look 
forward to working with them all to 
ensure that we achieve increased ac-
cess to oral health care for our chil-
dren. 

In addition to those organizations, I 
would like to thank the following 
groups for their support of the bill, 
whether in the past session of Congress 
or this year. They include: the Acad-
emy of General Dentistry, American 
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psy-
chiatry, American Academy of Oral 
and Maxillofacial Pathology, American 
Academy of Periodontology, American 
Association of Dental Examiners, 
American Association of Dental Re-
search, American Association of 
Endodontists, American Association of 
Public Health Dentistry, American As-
sociation of Oral and Maxillofacial 
Surgeons, American Association of Or-
thodontists, American Association of 
Women Dentists, American College of 
Dentists, American College of Preven-
tive Medicine, American Dental Trade 
Association, American Public Health 
Association, American Society of Den-
tistry for Children, American Student 
Dental Association, Association of Cli-
nicians for the Underserved, Associa-
tion of Maternal and Child Health Pro-
grams, Association of State and Terri-
torial Dental Directors, Dental Dealers 

of America, Dental Manufacturers of 
America, Inc., Family Voices, Hispanic 
Dental Association, International Col-
lege of Dentists—USA, March of Dimes, 
National Association of City and Coun-
ty Health Officers, National Associa-
tion of Local Boards of Health, Na-
tional Dental Association, National 
Health Law Program, New Mexico De-
partment of Health, Partnership for 
Prevention, Society of American In-
dian Dentists, Special Care Dentistry, 
and United Cerebral Palsy Associa-
tions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post article and the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 28, 2007] 
FOR WANT OF A DENTIST 

(By Mary Otto) 
Twelve-year-old Deamonte Driver died of a 

toothache Sunday. 
A routine, $80 tooth extraction might have 

saved him. 
If his mother had been insured. 
If his family had not lost its Medicaid. 
If Medicaid dentists weren’t so hard to 

find. 
If his mother hadn’t been focused on get-

ting a dentist for his brother, who had six 
rotted teeth. 

By the time Deamonte’s own aching tooth 
got any attention, the bacteria from the ab-
scess had spread to his brain, doctors said. 
After two operations and more than six 
weeks of hospital care, the Prince George’s 
County boy died. 

Deamonte’s death and the ultimate cost of 
his care, which could total more than 
$250,000, underscore an often-overlooked con-
cern in the debate over universal health cov-
erage: dental care. 

Some poor children have no dental cov-
erage at all. Others travel three hours to find 
a dentist willing to take Medicaid patients 
and accept the incumbent paperwork. And 
some, including Deamonte’s brother, get in 
for a tooth cleaning but have trouble secur-
ing an oral surgeon to fix deeper problems. 

In spite of efforts to change the system, 
fewer than one in three children in Mary-
land’s Medicaid program received any dental 
service at all in 2005, the latest year for 
which figures are available from the Federal 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services. 

The figures were worse elsewhere in the re-
gion. In the District, 29.3 percent got treat-
ment, and in Virginia, 24.3 percent were 
treated, although all three jurisdictions say 
they have done a better job reaching chil-
dren in recent years. 

‘‘I certainly hope the state agencies re-
sponsible for making sure these children 
have dental care take note so that Deamonte 
didn’t die in vain,’’ said Laurie Norris, a law-
yer for the Baltimore-based Public Justice 
Center who tried to help the Driver family. 
‘‘They know there is a problem, and they 
have not devoted adequate resources to solv-
ing it.’’ 

Maryland officials emphasize that the de-
livery of basic care has improved greatly 
since 1997, when the state instituted a man-
aged care program, and 1998, when legisla-
tion that provided more money and set 
standards for access to dental care for poor 
children was enacted. 

About 900 of the state’s 5,500 dentists ac-
cept Medicaid patients, said Arthur Fridley, 
last year’s president of the Maryland State 
Dental Association. Referring patients to 
specialists can be particularly difficult. 

Fewer than 16 percent of Maryland’s Med-
icaid children received restorative services— 
such as filling cavities—in 2005, the most re-
cent year for which figures are available. 

For families such as the Drivers, the sys-
temic problems are often compounded by 
personal obstacles: lack of transportation, 
bouts of homelessness and erratic telephone 
and mail service. 

The Driver children have never received 
routine dental attention, said their mother, 
Alyce Driver. The bakery, construction and 
home health-care jobs she has held have not 
provided insurance. The children’s Medicaid 
coverage had temporarily lapsed at the time 
Deamonte was hospitalized. And even with 
Medicaid’s promise of dental care, the prob-
lem, she said, was finding it. 

When Deamonte got sick, his mother had 
not realized that his tooth had been both-
ering him. Instead, she was focusing on his 
younger brother, 10-year-old DaShawn, who 
‘‘complains about his teeth all the time,’’ 
she said. 

DaShawn saw a dentist a couple of years 
ago, but the dentist discontinued the treat-
ments, she said, after the boy squirmed too 
much in the chair. Then the family went 
through a crisis and spent some time in an 
Adelphi homeless shelter. From there, three 
of Driver’s sons went to stay with their 
grandparents in a two-bedroom mobile home 
in Clinton. 

By September, several of DaShawn’s teeth 
had become abscessed. Driver began making 
calls about the boy’s coverage but grew frus-
trated. She turned to Norris, who was work-
ing with homeless families in Prince 
George’s. 

Norris and her staff also ran into barriers: 
They said they made more than two dozen 
calls before reaching an official at the Driver 
family’s Medicaid provider and a state super-
vising nurse who helped them find a dentist. 

On Oct. 5, DaShawn saw Arthur Fridley, 
who cleaned the boy’s teeth, took an X-ray 
and referred him to an oral surgeon. But the 
surgeon could not see him until Nov. 21, and 
that would be only for a consultation. Driver 
said she learned that DaShawn would need 
six teeth extracted and made an appoint-
ment for the earliest date available: Jan. 16. 

But she had to cancel after learning Jan. 8 
that the children had lost their Medicaid 
coverage a month earlier. She suspects that 
the paperwork to confirm their eligibility 
was mailed to the shelter in Adelphi, where 
they no longer live. 

It was on Jan. 11 that Deamonte came 
home from school complaining of a head-
ache. At Southern Maryland Hospital Cen-
ter, his mother said, he got medicine for a 
headache, sinusitis and a dental abscess. But 
the next day, he was much sicker. 

Eventually, he was rushed to Children’s 
Hospital, where he underwent emergency 
brain surgery. He began to have seizures and 
had a second operation. The problem tooth 
was extracted. 

After more than 2 weeks of care at Chil-
dren’s Hospital, the Clinton seventh-grader 
began undergoing 6 weeks of additional med-
ical treatment as well as physical and occu-
pational therapy at another hospital. He 
seemed to be mending slowly, doing math 
problems and enjoying visits with his broth-
ers and teachers from his school, the Foun-
dation School in Largo. 

On Saturday, their last day together, 
Deamonte refused to eat but otherwise ap-
peared happy, his mother said. They played 
cards and watched a show on television, 
lying together in his hospital bed. But after 
she left him that evening, he called her. 

‘‘Make sure you pray before you go to 
sleep,’’ he told her. 

The next morning at about 6, she got an-
other call, this time from the boy’s grand-
mother. Deamonte was unresponsive. She 
rushed back to the hospital. 
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‘‘When I got there, my baby was gone,’’ re-

counted his mother. 
She said doctors are still not sure what 

happened to her son. His death certificate 
listed two conditions associated with brain 
infections: ‘‘meningoencephalitis’’ and 
‘‘subdural empyema.’’ 

In spite of such modern innovations as the 
fluoridation of drinking water, tooth decay 
is still the single most common childhood 
disease nationwide, five times as common as 
asthma, experts say. Poor children are more 
than twice as likely to have cavities as their 
more affluent peers, research shows, but far 
less likely to get treatment. 

Serious and costly medical consequences 
are ‘‘not uncommon,’’ said Norman Tinanoff, 
chief of pediatric dentistry at the University 
of Maryland Dental School in Baltimore. For 
instance, Deamonte’s bill for two weeks at 
Children’s alone was expected to be between 
$200,000 and $250,000. 

The federal government requires states to 
provide oral health services to children 
through Medicaid programs, but the short-
age of dentists who will treat indigent pa-
tients remains a major barrier to care, ac-
cording to the National Conference of State 
Legislatures. 

Access is worst in rural areas, where some 
families travel hours for dental care, 
Tinanoff said. In the Maryland General As-
sembly this year, lawmakers are considering 
a bill that would set aside $2 million a year 
for the next three years to expand public 
clinics where dental care remains a rarity 
for the poor. 

Providing such access, Tinanoff and others 
said, eventually pays for itself, sparing chil-
dren the pain and expense of a medical crisis. 

Reimbursement rates for dentists remain 
low nationally, although Maryland, Virginia 
and the District have increased their rates in 
recent years. 

Dentists also cite administrative frustra-
tions dealing with the Medicaid bureaucracy 
and the difficulties of serving poor, often 
transient patients, a study by the state leg-
islatures conference found. 

‘‘Whatever we’ve got is broke,’’ Fridley 
said. ‘‘It has nothing to do with access to 
care for these children.’’ 

S. 739 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Children’s Dental Health Improvement 
Act of 2007’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents 
TITLE I—IMPROVING DELIVERY OF PE-

DIATRIC DENTAL SERVICES UNDER 
MEDICAID AND SCHIP 

Sec. 101. Grants to improve the provision of 
dental services under medicaid 
and SCHIP 

Sec. 102. State option to provide wrap- 
around SCHIP coverage to chil-
dren who have other health cov-
erage 

TITLE II—CORRECTING GME PAYMENTS 
FOR DENTAL RESIDENCY TRAINING 
PROGRAMS 

Sec. 201. Limitation on the application of 
the 1-year lag in the indirect 
medical education ratio (IME) 
changes and the 3-year rolling 
average for counting interns 
and residents for IME and di-
rect graduate medical edu-
cation (D–GME) payments 
under the medicare program 

TITLE III—IMPROVING DELIVERY OF PE-
DIATRIC DENTAL SERVICES UNDER 
COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS, PUB-
LIC HEALTH DEPARTMENTS, AND THE 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

Sec. 301. Grants to improve the provision of 
dental health services through 
community health centers and 
public health departments 

Sec. 302. Dental officer multiyear retention 
bonus for the Indian Health 
Service 

Sec. 303. Demonstration projects to increase 
access to pediatric dental serv-
ices in underserved areas 

Sec. 304. Technical correction 
TITLE IV—IMPROVING ORAL HEALTH 

PROMOTION AND DISEASE PREVEN-
TION PROGRAMS 

Sec. 401. Oral health initiative 
Sec. 402. CDC reports 
Sec. 403. Early childhood caries 
Sec. 404. School-based dental sealant pro-

gram 
Sec. 405. Basic oral health promotion 
TITLE I—IMPROVING DELIVERY OF PEDI-

ATRIC DENTAL SERVICES UNDER MED-
ICAID AND SCHIP 

SEC. 101. GRANTS TO IMPROVE THE PROVISION 
OF DENTAL SERVICES UNDER MED-
ICAID AND SCHIP. 

Title V of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 511. GRANTS TO IMPROVE THE PROVISION 

OF DENTAL SERVICES UNDER MED-
ICAID AND SCHIP. 

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—In addi-
tion to any other payments made under this 
title to a State, the Secretary shall award 
grants to States that satisfy the require-
ments of subsection (b) to improve the provi-
sion of dental services to children who are 
enrolled in a State plan under title XIX or a 
State child health plan under title XXI (in 
this section, collectively referred to as the 
‘State plans’). 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In order to be eligible 
for a grant under this section, a State shall 
provide the Secretary with the following as-
surances: 

‘‘(1) IMPROVED SERVICE DELIVERY.—The 
State shall have a plan to improve the deliv-
ery of dental services to children, including 
children with special health care needs, who 
are enrolled in the State plans, including 
providing outreach and administrative case 
management, improving collection and re-
porting of claims data, and providing incen-
tives, in addition to raising reimbursement 
rates, to increase provider participation. 

‘‘(2) ADEQUATE PAYMENT RATES.—The State 
has provided for payment under the State 
plans for dental services for children at lev-
els consistent with the market-based rates 
and sufficient enough to enlist providers to 
treat children in need of dental services. 

‘‘(3) ENSURED ACCESS.—The State shall en-
sure it will make dental services available to 
children enrolled in the State plans to the 
same extent as such services are available to 
the general population of the State. 

‘‘(c) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds provided under 

this section may be used to provide adminis-
trative resources (such as program develop-
ment, provider training, data collection and 
analysis, and research-related tasks) to as-
sist States in providing and assessing serv-
ices that include preventive and therapeutic 
dental care regimens. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—Funds provided under 
this section may not be used for payment of 
direct dental, medical, or other services or to 
obtain Federal matching funds under any 
Federal program. 

‘‘(d) APPLICATION.—A State shall submit an 
application to the Secretary for a grant 

under this section in such form and manner 
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary may require. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
make grants under this section $50,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2008 and each fiscal year there-
after. 

‘‘(f) APPLICATION OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF 
TITLE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the other provisions of this 
title shall not apply to a grant made under 
this section. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The following provisions 
of this title shall apply to a grant made 
under subsection (a) to the same extent and 
in the same manner as such provisions apply 
to allotments made under section 502(c): 

‘‘(A) Section 504(b)(6) (relating to prohibi-
tion on payments to excluded individuals 
and entities). 

‘‘(B) Section 504(c) (relating to the use of 
funds for the purchase of technical assist-
ance). 

‘‘(C) Section 504(d) (relating to a limitation 
on administrative expenditures). 

‘‘(D) Section 506 (relating to reports and 
audits), but only to the extent determined by 
the Secretary to be appropriate for grants 
made under this section. 

‘‘(E) Section 507 (relating to penalties for 
false statements). 

‘‘(F) Section 508 (relating to non-
discrimination). 

‘‘(G) Section 509 (relating to the adminis-
tration of the grant program).’’. 
SEC. 102. STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE WRAP- 

AROUND SCHIP COVERAGE TO CHIL-
DREN WHO HAVE OTHER HEALTH 
COVERAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) SCHIP.— 
(A) STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE WRAP-AROUND 

COVERAGE.—Section 2110(b) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1397jj(b)) is amended— 

(i) in paragraph (1)(C), by inserting ‘‘, sub-
ject to paragraph (5),’’ after ‘‘under title XIX 
or’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE WRAP-AROUND 

COVERAGE.—A State may waive the require-
ment of paragraph (1)(C) that a targeted low- 
income child may not be covered under a 
group health plan or under health insurance 
coverage, if the State satisfies the condi-
tions described in subsection (c)(8). The 
State may waive such requirement in order 
to provide— 

‘‘(A) dental services; 
‘‘(B) cost-sharing protection; or 
‘‘(C) all services. 

In waiving such requirement, a State may 
limit the application of the waiver to chil-
dren whose family income does not exceed a 
level specified by the State, so long as the 
level so specified does not exceed the max-
imum income level otherwise established for 
other children under the State child health 
plan.’’. 

(B) CONDITIONS DESCRIBED.—Section 2105(c) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1397ee(c)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(8) CONDITIONS FOR PROVISION OF WRAP- 
AROUND COVERAGE.—For purposes of section 
2110(b)(5), the conditions described in this 
paragraph are the following: 

‘‘(A) INCOME ELIGIBILITY.—The State child 
health plan (whether implemented under 
title XIX or this XXI)— 

‘‘(i) has the highest income eligibility 
standard permitted under this title as of 
January 1, 2008; 

‘‘(ii) subject to subparagraph (B), does not 
limit the acceptance of applications for chil-
dren; and 
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‘‘(iii) provides benefits to all children in 

the State who apply for and meet eligibility 
standards. 

‘‘(B) NO WAITING LIST IMPOSED.—With re-
spect to children whose family income is at 
or below 200 percent of the poverty line, the 
State does not impose any numerical limita-
tion, waiting list, or similar limitation on 
the eligibility of such children for child 
health assistance under such State plan. 

‘‘(C) NO MORE FAVORABLE TREATMENT.—The 
State child health plan may not provide 
more favorable coverage of dental services to 
the children covered under section 2110(b)(5) 
than to children otherwise covered under 
this title.’’. 

(C) STATE OPTION TO WAIVE WAITING PE-
RIOD.—Section 2102(b)(1)(B) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1397bb(b)(1)(B)) is 
amended— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking the period and 
inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) at State option, may not apply a 

waiting period in the case of a child de-
scribed in section 2110(b)(5), if the State sat-
isfies the requirements of section 2105(c)(8).’’. 

(2) APPLICATION OF ENHANCED MATCH UNDER 
MEDICAID.—Section 1905 of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b), in the fourth sen-
tence, by striking ‘‘or subsection (u)(3)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘(u)(3), or (u)(4)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (u)— 
(i) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (5); and 
(ii) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(4) For purposes of subsection (b), the ex-

penditures described in this paragraph are 
expenditures for items and services for chil-
dren described in section 2110(b)(5), but only 
in the case of a State that satisfies the re-
quirements of section 2105(c)(8).’’. 

(3) APPLICATION OF SECONDARY PAYOR PRO-
VISIONS.—Section 2107(e)(1) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1397gg(e)(1)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 
through (D) as subparagraphs (C) through 
(E), respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘‘(B) Section 1902(a)(25) (relating to coordi-
nation of benefits and secondary payor provi-
sions) with respect to children covered under 
a waiver described in section 2110(b)(5).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
January 1, 2008, and shall apply to child 
health assistance and medical assistance 
provided on or after that date. 
TITLE II—CORRECTING GME PAYMENTS 

FOR DENTAL RESIDENCY TRAINING 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 201. LIMITATION ON THE APPLICATION OF 
THE 1-YEAR LAG IN THE INDIRECT 
MEDICAL EDUCATION RATIO (IME) 
CHANGES AND THE 3-YEAR ROLLING 
AVERAGE FOR COUNTING INTERNS 
AND RESIDENTS FOR IME AND DI-
RECT GRADUATE MEDICAL EDU-
CATION (D–GME) PAYMENTS UNDER 
THE MEDICARE PROGRAM. 

(a) IME RATIO AND ROLLING AVERAGE.— 
Section 1886(d)(5)(B)(vi) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ww(d)(5)(B)(vi)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: ‘‘For cost reporting periods 
beginning during fiscal years beginning on or 
after October 1, 2007, subclauses (I) and (II) 
shall be applied only with respect to a hos-
pital’s approved medical residency training 
program in the fields of allopathic medicine 
and osteopathic medicine.’’. 

(b) D-GME ROLLING AVERAGE.—Section 
1886(h)(4)(G) of the Social Security Act (42 

U.S.C. 1395ww(h)(4)(G)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new clause: 

‘‘(iv) APPLICATION FOR FY 2008 AND SUBSE-
QUENT YEARS.—For cost reporting periods be-
ginning during fiscal years beginning on or 
after October 1, 2007, clauses (i) through (iii) 
shall be applied only with respect to a hos-
pital’s approved medical residency training 
program in the fields of allopathic medicine 
and osteopathic medicine.’’. 
TITLE III—IMPROVING DELIVERY OF PE-

DIATRIC DENTAL SERVICES UNDER 
COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS, PUBLIC 
HEALTH DEPARTMENTS, AND THE IN-
DIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

SEC. 301. GRANTS TO IMPROVE THE PROVISION 
OF DENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 
THROUGH COMMUNITY HEALTH 
CENTERS AND PUBLIC HEALTH DE-
PARTMENTS. 

Subpart I of part D of title III of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b et seq.) is 
amended by insert before section 330, the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 329. GRANT PROGRAM TO EXPAND THE 

AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Health Resources and Services 
Administration, shall establish a program 
under which the Secretary may award grants 
to eligible entities and eligible individuals to 
expand the availability of primary dental 
care services in dental health professional 
shortage areas or medically underserved 
areas. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBILITY.— 
‘‘(1) ENTITIES.—To be eligible to receive a 

grant under this section an entity— 
‘‘(A) shall be— 
‘‘(i) a health center receiving funds under 

section 330 or designated as a Federally 
qualified health center; 

‘‘(ii) a county or local public health depart-
ment, if located in a federally-designated 
dental health professional shortage area; 

‘‘(iii) an Indian tribe or tribal organization 
(as defined in section 4 of the Indian Self-De-
termination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450b)); 

‘‘(iv) a dental education program accred-
ited by the Commission on Dental Accredita-
tion; or 

‘‘(v) a community-based program whose 
child service population is made up of at 
least 33 percent of children who are eligible 
children, including at least 25 percent of 
such children being children with mental re-
tardation or related developmental disabil-
ities, unless specific documentation of a lack 
of need for access by this sub-population is 
established; and 

‘‘(B) shall prepare and submit to the Sec-
retary an application at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may require, including infor-
mation concerning dental provider capacity 
to serve individuals with developmental dis-
abilities. 

‘‘(2) INDIVIDUALS.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section an individual 
shall— 

‘‘(A) be a dental health professional li-
censed or certified in accordance with the 
laws of State in which such individual pro-
vides dental services; 

‘‘(B) prepare and submit to the Secretary 
an application at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary may require; and 

‘‘(C) provide assurances that— 
‘‘(i) the individual will practice in a feder-

ally-designated dental health professional 
shortage area; or 

‘‘(ii) not less than 25 percent of the pa-
tients of such individual are— 

‘‘(I) receiving assistance under a State plan 
under title XIX of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.); 

‘‘(II) receiving assistance under a State 
plan under title XXI of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1397aa et seq.); or 

‘‘(III) uninsured. 
‘‘(c) USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) ENTITIES.—An entity shall use 

amounts received under a grant under this 
section to provide for the increased avail-
ability of primary dental services in the 
areas described in subsection (a). Such 
amounts may be used to supplement the sal-
aries offered for individuals accepting em-
ployment as dentists in such areas. 

‘‘(2) INDIVIDUALS.—A grant to an individual 
under subsection (a) shall be in the form of 
a $1,000 bonus payment for each month in 
which such individual is in compliance with 
the eligibility requirements of subsection 
(b)(2)(C). 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other amounts appropriated under section 
330 for health centers, there is authorized to 
be appropriated $40,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2008 through 2012 to hire and retain 
dental health care providers under this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Of the amount appro-
priated for a fiscal year under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall use— 

‘‘(A) not less than 65 percent of such 
amount to make grants to eligible entities; 
and 

‘‘(B) not more than 35 percent of such 
amount to make grants to eligible individ-
uals.’’. 
SEC. 302. DENTAL OFFICER MULTIYEAR RETEN-

TION BONUS FOR THE INDIAN 
HEALTH SERVICE. 

(a) TERMS AND DEFINITIONS.—In this sec-
tion: 

(1) CREDITABLE SERVICE.—The term ‘‘cred-
itable service’’ includes all periods that a 
dental officer spent in graduate dental edu-
cational (GDE) training programs while not 
on active duty in the Indian Health Service 
and all periods of active duty in the Indian 
Health Service as a dental officer. 

(2) DENTAL OFFICER.—The term ‘‘dental of-
ficer’’ means an officer of the Indian Health 
Service designated as a dental officer. 

(3) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Indian Health Service. 

(4) RESIDENCY.—The term ‘‘residency’’ 
means a graduate dental educational (GDE) 
training program of at least 12 months lead-
ing to a specialty, including general practice 
residency (GPR) or an advanced education 
general dentistry (AEGD). 

(5) SPECIALTY.—The term ‘‘specialty’’ 
means a dental specialty for which there is 
an Indian Health Service specialty code 
number. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR BONUS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible dental officer 

of the Indian Health Service who executes a 
written agreement to remain on active duty 
for 2, 3, or 4 years after the completion of 
any other active duty service commitment 
to the Indian Health Service may, upon ac-
ceptance of the written agreement by the Di-
rector, be authorized to receive a dental offi-
cer multiyear retention bonus under this 
section. The Director may, based on require-
ments of the Indian Health Service, decline 
to offer such a retention bonus to any spe-
cialty that is otherwise eligible, or to re-
strict the length of such a retention bonus 
contract for a specialty to less than 4 years. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.—Each annual dental offi-
cer multiyear retention bonus authorized 
under this section shall not exceed the fol-
lowing: 

(A) $14,000 for a 4-year written agreement. 
(B) $8,000 for a 3-year written agreement. 
(C) $4,000 for a 2-year written agreement. 
(c) ELIGIBILITY.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to 

receive a dental officer multiyear retention 
bonus under this section, a dental officer 
shall— 

(A) be at or below such grade as the Direc-
tor shall determine; 

(B) have completed any active duty service 
commitment of the Indian Health Service in-
curred for dental education and training or 
have 8 years of creditable service; 

(C) have completed initial residency train-
ing, or be scheduled to complete initial resi-
dency training before September 30 of the 
fiscal year in which the officer enters into a 
dental officer multiyear retention bonus 
written service agreement under this sec-
tion; and 

(D) have a dental specialty in pediatric 
dentistry or oral and maxillofacial surgery. 

(2) EXTENSION TO OTHER OFFICERS.—The Di-
rector may extend the retention bonus to 
dental officers other than officers with a 
dental specialty in pediatric dentistry, as 
well as to other dental hygienists with a 
minimum of a baccalaureate degree, based 
on demonstrated need. 

(d) TERMINATION OF ENTITLEMENT TO SPE-
CIAL PAY.—The Director may terminate, 
with cause, at any time a dental officer’s 
multiyear retention bonus contract under 
this section. If such a contract is termi-
nated, the unserved portion of the retention 
bonus contract shall be recouped on a pro 
rata basis. The Director shall establish regu-
lations that specify the conditions and pro-
cedures under which termination may take 
place. The regulations and conditions for ter-
mination shall be included in the written 
service contract for a dental officer 
multiyear retention bonus under this sec-
tion. 

(e) REFUNDS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Prorated refunds shall be 

required for sums paid under a retention 
bonus contract under this section if a dental 
officer who has received the retention bonus 
fails to complete the total period of service 
specified in the contract, as conditions and 
circumstances warrant. 

(2) DEBT TO UNITED STATES.—An obligation 
to reimburse the United States imposed 
under paragraph (1) is a debt owed to the 
United States. 

(3) NO DISCHARGE IN BANKRUPTCY.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, a 
discharge in bankruptcy under title 11, 
United States Code, that is entered less than 
5 years after the termination of a retention 
bonus contract under this section does not 
discharge the dental officer who signed such 
a contract from a debt arising under the con-
tract or under paragraph (1). 

SEC. 303. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO IN-
CREASE ACCESS TO PEDIATRIC DEN-
TAL SERVICES IN UNDERSERVED 
AREAS. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT PROJECTS.—The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
through the Administrator of the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration and the 
Director of the Indian Health Service, shall 
establish demonstration projects that are de-
signed to increase access to dental services 
for children in underserved areas, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
section. 

SEC. 304. TECHNICAL CORRECTION. 

Section 340G(b)(1)(B) of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 256g(b)(1)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end and 
inserting ‘‘or’’. 

TITLE IV—IMPROVING ORAL HEALTH 
PROMOTION AND DISEASE PREVENTION 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 401. ORAL HEALTH INITIATIVE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of 

Health and Human Services shall establish 
an oral health initiative to reduce the pro-
found disparities in oral health by improving 
the health status of vulnerable populations, 
particularly low-income children and chil-
dren with developmental disabilities, to the 
level of health status that is enjoyed by the 
majority of Americans. 

(b) ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall, through the oral 
health initiative— 

(1) carry out activities to improve intra- 
and inter-agency collaborations, including 
activities to identify, engage, and encourage 
existing Federal and State programs to 
maximize their potential to address oral 
health; 

(2) carry out activities to encourage pub-
lic-private partnerships to engage private 
sector communities of interest (including 
health professionals, educators, State policy-
makers, foundations, business, and the pub-
lic) in partnerships that promote oral health 
and dental care; 

(3) carry out activities to reduce the dis-
ease burden in high risk populations through 
the application of best-science in oral 
health, including programs such as commu-
nity water fluoridation and dental sealants; 
and 

(4) carry out activities to improve the oral 
health literacy of the public through school- 
based education programs. 

(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall— 

(1) through the Administrator of the Cen-
ters for Medicare & Medicaid Services, estab-
lish the Chief Dental Officer for the medicaid 
and State children’s health insurance pro-
grams established under titles XIX and XXI, 
respectively, of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396 et seq. 1397aa et seq.); 

(2) through the Administrator of the 
Health Resources and Services Administra-
tion, establish the Chief Dental Office for all 
oral health programs within the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration; 

(3) through the Director of the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, establish 
the Chief Dental Officer for all oral health 
programs within such Centers; and 

(4) carry out this section in collaboration 
with the Administrators and Chief Dental 
Officers described in paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(3). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, $25,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2008, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each subsequent fiscal year. 
SEC. 402. CDC REPORTS. 

(a) COLLECTION OF DATA.—The Director of 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, in collaboration with other organiza-
tions and agencies, shall collect data 
through State-based oral health surveillance 
systems describing the dental, craniofacial, 
and oral health of residents of all 50 States 
and certain Indian tribes. 

(b) REPORTS.—The Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention shall 
compile and analyze data collection under 
subsection (a) and annually prepare and sub-
mit to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress a report concerning the oral health of 
States and Indian tribes. 
SEC. 403. EARLY CHILDHOOD CARIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the Di-
rector of the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, shall— 

(1) expand existing surveillance activities 
to include the identification of children at 

high risk of early childhood caries, including 
sub-populations such as children with devel-
opmental disabilities; 

(2) assist State, local, and tribal health 
agencies and departments in collecting, ana-
lyzing and disseminating data on early child-
hood caries; and 

(3) provide for the development of public 
health nursing programs and public health 
education programs on early childhood car-
ies prevention. 

(b) APPROPRIATENESS OF ACTIVITIES.—The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall carry out programs and activities 
under subsection (a) in a culturally appro-
priate manner with respect to populations at 
risk of early childhood caries. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, such sums as may be 
necessary for each fiscal year. 

SEC. 404. SCHOOL-BASED DENTAL SEALANT PRO-
GRAM. 

Section 317M(c) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 247b–14(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and 
school-linked’’ after ‘‘school-based’’; 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (2)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘and school-linked’’ after 

‘‘school-based’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or Indian tribe’’ after 

‘‘State’’; and 
(3) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(3) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 

funds under paragraph (1), an entity shall— 
‘‘(A) prepare and submit to the State or In-

dian tribe an application at such time, in 
such manner and containing such informa-
tion as the State or Indian tribe may re-
quire; and 

‘‘(B) be a— 
‘‘(i) public elementary or secondary 

school— 
‘‘(I) that is located in an urban area in 

which more than 50 percent of the student 
population is participating in Federal or 
State free or reduced meal programs; or 

‘‘(II) that is located in a rural area and, 
with respect to the school district in which 
the school is located, the district involved 
has a median income that is at or below 235 
percent of the poverty line, as defined in sec-
tion 673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)); or 

‘‘(ii) public or non-profit organization, in-
cluding a grantee under section 330 and 
urban Indian clinics under title V of the In-
dian Health Care Improvement Act, that is 
under contract with an elementary or sec-
ondary school described in subparagraph (B) 
to provide dental services to school-age chil-
dren.’’. 

SEC. 405. BASIC ORAL HEALTH PROMOTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the Di-
rector of the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention and in consultation with dental 
organizations (including organizations hav-
ing expertise in the prevention and treat-
ment of oral disease in underserved pediatric 
populations), shall award grants to States 
and Indian tribes to improve the basic capac-
ity of such States and tribes to improve the 
oral health of children and their families. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—A State or Indian 
tribes shall use amounts received under a 
grant under this section to conduct one or 
more of the following activities: 

(1) Establish an oral health plan, policies, 
effective prevention programs, and account-
ability measures and systems. 

(2) Establish and guide coalitions, partner-
ships, and alliances to accomplish the estab-
lishment of the plan, policies, programs and 
systems under paragraph (1). 
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(3) Monitor changes in oral disease burden, 

disparities, and the utilization of preventive 
services by high-risk populations. 

(4) Identify, test, establish, support, and 
evaluate prevention interventions to reduce 
oral health disparities. 

(5) Promote public awareness and edu-
cation in support of improvements of oral 
health. 

(6) Support training programs for dental 
and other health professions needed to 
strengthen oral health prevention programs. 

(7) Establish, enhance, or expand oral dis-
ease prevention and disparity reduction pro-
grams. 

(8) Evaluate the progress and effectiveness 
of the State’s oral disease prevention and 
disparity reduction program. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal year 2008 and each subse-
quent fiscal year. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. LUGAR): 

S. 740. A bill to establish in the De-
partment of Commerce an Under Sec-
retary for United States Direct Invest-
ment, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Invest USA Act 
of 2007 with my colleague from Indiana, 
Senator LUGAR. 

Our legislation creates a United 
States Direct Investment Administra-
tion, USDIA, within the Department of 
Commerce, to be led by an Under Sec-
retary of Commerce for United States 
Direct Investment. This new agency 
will coordinate efforts to attract more 
foreign direct investment in the United 
States, thereby making our economy 
more competitive by encouraging mul-
tinational businesses to open new fa-
cilities or expand existing operations 
here, rather than elsewhere. 

Specifically, our legislation tasks the 
new agency with five principal duties. 
First, USDIA will collect and analyze 
data concerning direct investment 
flows into both the United States and 
other countries. 

Second, USDIA will publish an an-
nual direct investment report for Con-
gress. This report sets forth the data 
that USDIA collects and analyzes in 
the course of its work, identifying best 
practices in attracting direct invest-
ment at the Federal, State, and re-
gional levels, as well as those used by 
other advanced industrialized coun-
tries. 

Third, USDIA will publish an annual 
direct investment agenda to make stra-
tegic policy recommendations based on 
the direct investment report. It will 
also act as the lead agency within a 
broader interagency Direct Investment 
Promotion Committee, which will ad-
vocate and implement USDIA’s stra-
tegic policy recommendations. For ex-
ample, as part of this work, it will cre-
ate and maintain an internet-acces-
sible database of direct investment op-
portunities in the United States. 

Fourth, the legislation requires 
USDIA to focus on direct investment in 
critical high-technology industries 
throughout the course of its work. 

The United States continues to be 
the premier place in the world to lo-
cate a business. However, in an increas-
ingly globalized world, where the fac-
tors of production can easily migrate 
from country to country, we can no 
longer passively rely on our inherent 
competitive advantages alone. We 
must actively publicize them. 

Many countries, particularly those in 
Europe, have committed significant re-
sources to recruiting foreign direct in-
vestment. For example, in many cases, 
our competitors maintain offices in the 
United States, where they regularly 
meet with American business leaders, 
encouraging them to consider locating 
facilities in their country. 

Currently, the United States lacks 
any comparable program to entice 
multinational businesses to invest and 
create jobs here. Instead, we relegate 
direct investment promotion to eco-
nomic development agencies at the 
State, regional, and local level. Al-
though these local economic develop-
ment agencies make valiant efforts to 
attract direct investment, our lack of a 
national strategy creates two prob-
lems. 

First, too often, these local economic 
development agencies suffer from lim-
ited resources, which dwindle even fur-
ther if the locality is suffering from an 
economic downturn due to a plant clos-
ing or for other reasons. Second, the 
dominance of State and local agencies 
creates the impression of an uncoordi-
nated patchwork in the minds of for-
eign business executives. Consequently, 
State and local economic development 
agencies are too often unable to per-
form their recruitment missions effec-
tively. The Invest USA Act addresses 
these flaws by creating and funding 
USDIA, which can act as a one-stop 
shop for multinational businesses seek-
ing to establish new operations or ex-
pand existing ones. 

Of course, we need to continue to 
focus on persuading U.S. businesses to 
stay in this country. But we also need 
to launch a concurrent, robust effort to 
encourage multinational businesses to 
establish or move facilities to our 
country. The end result is the same: 
more jobs for U.S. workers. 

According to the Organization for 
International Investment, direct in-
vestment in the U.S. totaled $128.6 bil-
lion in 2005, an increase of 20 percent 
from the previous year, and according 
to the latest available Government 
data, as of December 31, 2004, U.S. sub-
sidiaries of foreign multinationals em-
ployed approximately 5.1 million 
American workers, or 4.7 percent of the 
workforce. Moreover, according to the 
latest available Department of Com-
merce data, average per-worker com-
pensation paid by U.S. subsidiaries of 
foreign multinationals in 2004 was 
$63,428, over 32 percent higher than 
compensation at U.S. companies as a 
whole. 

Senator LUGAR and I believe that 
with a proactive, strategically focused 
effort at the Federal level, we can do 

even better at attracting the best jobs 
to our country. The Invest USA Act of 
2007 will allow us to do just that. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 740 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Invest USA 
Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATION.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

tration’’ means the United States Direct In-
vestment Administration established under 
section 4. 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Fi-
nance and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
and the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives. 

(3) CRITICAL HIGH-TECHNOLOGY INDUS-
TRIES.—The term ‘‘critical high-technology 
industries’’ means industries involved in 
technology— 

(A) the development of which will— 
(i) provide a wide array of economic, envi-

ronmental, energy, and defense-related re-
turns for the United States; and 

(ii) ensure United States economic, envi-
ronmental, energy, and defense-related wel-
fare; and 

(B) in which the United States has an abid-
ing interest in creating or maintaining se-
cure domestic sources. 

(4) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of Commerce. 

(5) UNDER SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Under 
Secretary’’ means the Under Secretary of 
Commerce for United States Direct Invest-
ment described in section 4(a). 

(6) UNITED STATES DIRECT INVESTMENT PRO-
MOTION COMMITTEE.—The term ‘‘United 
States Direct Investment Promotion Com-
mittee’’ means the Interagency United 
States Direct Investment Promotion Com-
mittee established under section 7. 

(7) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘WTO 
Agreement’’ means the Agreement estab-
lishing the World Trade Organization en-
tered into on April 15, 1994. 
SEC. 3. RELATION TO CFIUS. 

The provisions of this Act shall not affect 
the implementation or application of section 
721 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. App. 2170) and the activities of the 
Committee on Foreign Investment in the 
United States (or any successor committee). 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF UNITED STATES DI-

RECT INVESTMENT ADMINISTRA-
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established in 
the Department of Commerce a United 
States Direct Investment Administration, 
which shall be headed by an Under Secretary 
of Commerce for United States Direct In-
vestment. The Under Secretary shall be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, and shall be 
compensated at the rate of pay provided for 
a position at level III of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5314 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY.—There 
shall be in the Administration a Deputy 
Under Secretary for United States Direct In-
vestment, who shall be appointed by the 
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President, by and with the advice of the Sen-
ate, and shall be compensated at the rate of 
pay provided for a position at level IV of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(c) STAFF.—The Under Secretary may ap-
point such additional personnel to serve in 
the Administration as the Under Secretary 
determines necessary. 

(d) DUTIES.—The Under Secretary, in co-
operation with the Economics and Statistics 
Administration and other offices at the De-
partment, shall— 

(1) collect and analyze data related to the 
flow of direct investment in the United 
States and throughout the world, as de-
scribed in section 5; 

(2) submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees an annual United States Direct 
Investment Report, as described in section 6; 

(3) develop and publish an annual United 
States Direct Investment Agenda; 

(4) assume responsibility as the lead agen-
cy for advocating and implementing stra-
tegic policies that will increase direct in-
vestment in the United States; and 

(5) coordinate with the President regarding 
implementation of section 721 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) 
and the activities of the Committee on For-
eign Investment in the United States (or any 
successor committee). 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 5314 of title 5, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ‘‘Under Secretary of Commerce 
for United States Direct Investment.’’. 

(2) Section 5315 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ‘‘Deputy Under Secretary of Com-
merce for United States Direct Invest-
ment.’’. 
SEC. 5. ANNUAL DIRECT INVESTMENT REPORT. 

(a) ANNUAL DIRECT INVESTMENT REPORT.— 
Not later than October 1, 2008, and annually 
thereafter, the Under Secretary shall submit 
a report on the data identified and the anal-
ysis described in subsection (b) for the pre-
ceding calendar year (which shall be known 
as the ‘‘Annual Direct Investment Report’’). 
The Report shall be submitted to the Presi-
dent and the appropriate congressional com-
mittees. 

(b) DATA IDENTIFICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The data identified and 

analysis for the Report described in sub-
section (a) means the data identified and 
analyzed by the Under Secretary of Com-
merce, in cooperation with the Economic 
and Statistics Administration and other of-
fices at the Department and with the assist-
ance of other departments and agencies, in-
cluding the Office of the United States Trade 
Representative, for the preceding calendar 
year regarding the following: 

(A) Policies, programs, and practices at the 
State and regional level designed to attract 
direct investment. 

(B) The amount of direct investment at-
tracted in each such State and region. 

(C) Policies, programs, and practices in 
foreign countries designed to attract direct 
investment, and the amount of direct invest-
ment attracted in each such foreign country. 

(D) A comparison of the levels of direct in-
vestment attracted in the United States and 
in foreign countries, including a matrix of 
inputs affecting the level of direct invest-
ment. 

(E) Specific sectors in the United States 
and in foreign countries in which direct in-
vestments are being made, including the spe-
cific amounts invested in each sector, with 
particular emphasis on critical high-tech-
nology industries. 

(F) Trends in direct investment, with par-
ticular emphasis on critical high-technology 
industries. 

(G) The best policy and practices at the 
Federal, State, and regional levels regarding 
direct investment policy, with specific ref-
erence to programs and policies that have 
the greatest potential to increase direct in-
vestment in the United States and enhance 
United States competitive advantage rel-
ative to foreign countries. Particular empha-
sis should be given to attracting direct in-
vestment in critical high-technology indus-
tries. 

(H) Policies, programs, and practices in 
foreign countries designed to attract direct 
investment that are not in compliance with 
the WTO Agreement and the agreements an-
nexed to that Agreement. 

(2) CERTAIN FACTORS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN 
MAKING ANALYSIS.—In making any analysis 
under paragraph (1), the Under Secretary 
shall take into account— 

(A) the relative impact of policies, pro-
grams, and practices of foreign governments 
on United States commerce; 

(B) the availability of information to docu-
ment the effect of policies, programs, and 
practices; 

(C) the extent to which such act, policy, or 
practice is subject to international agree-
ments to which the United States is a party; 
and 

(D) the impact trends in direct investment 
have had on— 

(i) the competitiveness of United States in-
dustries in the international economy, with 
particular emphasis on critical high-tech-
nology industries; 

(ii) the value of goods and services ex-
ported from and imported to the United 
States; 

(iii) employment in the United States, in 
particular high-wage employment; and 

(iv) the provision of health care, pensions, 
and other benefits provided by companies 
based in the United States. 

(c) ASSISTANCE OF OTHER AGENCIES.— 
(1) FURNISHING OF INFORMATION.—The head 

of each department or agency of the execu-
tive branch of the Government, including 
any independent agency, is authorized and 
directed to furnish to the Under Secretary, 
upon request, such data, reports, and other 
information as is necessary for the Under 
Secretary to carry out the functions under 
this Act. 

(2) RESTRICTIONS ON RELEASE OR USE OF IN-
FORMATION.—Nothing in this subsection shall 
authorize the release of information to, or 
the use of information by, the Under Sec-
retary in a manner inconsistent with law or 
any procedure established pursuant thereto. 

(3) PERSONNEL AND SERVICES.—The head of 
any department, agency, or instrumentality 
of the United States may detail such per-
sonnel and may furnish such services, with 
or without reimbursement, as the Under Sec-
retary may request to assist in carrying out 
the functions of the Under Secretary. 

(d) ANNUAL REVISIONS AND UPDATES.—The 
Under Secretary shall annually revise and 
update the Report described in subsection 
(a). 
SEC. 6. ANNUAL DIRECT INVESTMENT AGENDA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1, 
2008, and annually thereafter, the Under Sec-
retary shall submit an agenda based on the 
data and analysis described in section 5 for 
the preceding calendar year, to the President 
and the appropriate congressional commit-
tees. The agenda shall be known as the ‘‘An-
nual Direct Investment Agenda’’ and shall 
include— 

(1) an evaluation of the research and devel-
opment program expenditures being made in 
the United States with particular emphasis 
to critical high-technology industries con-
sidered essential to United States economic 
security and necessary for long-term United 

States economic competitiveness in world 
markets; and 

(2) proposals that identify the policies, pro-
grams, and practices in foreign countries and 
that the United States should pursue that— 

(A) encourage direct investment in the 
United States that will enhance the coun-
try’s competitive advantage relative to for-
eign countries, with particular emphasis on 
critical high-technology industries; 

(B) enhance the viability of the manufac-
turing sector in the United States; 

(C) increase opportunities for high-wage 
jobs and promote high levels of employment; 

(D) encourage economic growth; and 
(E) increase opportunities for the provision 

of health care, pensions, and other benefits 
provided by companies based in the United 
States. 

(b) SUBMISSION.—To the extent practical, 
the Under Secretary shall submit the Annual 
Direct Investment Agenda concurrently with 
the Annual Direct Investment Report. 

(c) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS ON AN-
NUAL DIRECT INVESTMENT AGENDA.—The 
Under Secretary shall keep the appropriate 
congressional committees currently in-
formed with respect to the Annual Direct In-
vestment Agenda and implementation of the 
Agenda. After the submission of the Agenda, 
the Under Secretary shall also consult peri-
odically with, and take into account the 
views of, the appropriate congressional com-
mittees regarding implementation of the 
Agenda. 
SEC. 7. UNITED STATES DIRECT INVESTMENT 

PROMOTION COMMITTEE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President shall 

establish and the Under Secretary shall as-
sume lead responsibility for an Interagency 
United States Direct Investment Promotion 
Committee. The functions of the Committee 
shall be to— 

(1) coordinate all United States Govern-
ment activities related to the promotion of 
direct investment in the United States; 

(2) advocate and implement strategic poli-
cies, programs, and practices that will in-
crease direct investment in the United 
States; 

(3) train United States Government offi-
cials to pursue strategic policies, programs, 
and practices that will increase direct in-
vestment in the United States; 

(4) consult with business, labor, State, re-
gional, and local government officials on 
strategic policies, programs, and practices 
that will increase direct investment in the 
United States; 

(5) develop and publish materials that can 
be used by Federal, State, regional, and local 
government officials to increase direct in-
vestment in the United States; 

(6) create and maintain a database of di-
rect investment opportunities in the United 
States; 

(7) create and maintain an interactive 
website that can be used to access direct in-
vestment opportunities in different sectors 
and geographical areas of the United States, 
with particular emphasis on critical high- 
technology industries; 

(8) coordinate direct investment marketing 
activities with State Economic Development 
Agencies; and 

(9) host regular meetings and discussions 
with State, regional, and local economic de-
velopment officials to consider best policy 
practices to increase direct investment in 
the United States. 

(b) MEMBERS.—The Committee shall be 
composed of the following: 

(1) The Secretary of Commerce. 
(2) The United States Trade Representa-

tive. 
(3) Members of the United States Inter-

national Trade Commission. 
(4) The Secretary of the Treasury. 
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(5) Members of the National Economic 

Council. 
(6) The Secretary of Agriculture. 
(7) Such other officials as the President de-

termines to be necessary. 
SEC. 8. DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL RENEWAL 

COMMUNITIES. 
Section 1400E of the Internal Revenue Code 

of 1986 (relating to designation of renewal 
communities) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(h) ADDITIONAL DESIGNATIONS PER-
MITTED.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the areas 
designated under subsection (a), the Under 
Secretary of Commerce for United States Di-
rect Investment, after consultation with the 
Secretary of the Treasury, may designate in 
the aggregate an additional 10 nominated 
areas as renewal communities under this sec-
tion, subject to the availability of eligible 
nominated areas. 

‘‘(2) PERIOD DESIGNATIONS MAY BE MADE AND 
TAKE EFFECT.—A designation may be made 
under this subsection after the date of the 
enactment of this subsection and before the 
date which is 5 years after such date of en-
actment. Subject to subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) of subsection (b)(1), a designation made 
under this subsection shall remain in effect 
during the period beginning with such des-
ignation and ending on the date which is 8 
years after such designation. 

‘‘(3) APPLICATION OF RULES.—Except as oth-
erwise provided in paragraph (1), the rules of 
this section shall apply to designations 
under this subsection.’’. 

By Ms. COLLINS: 
S. 741. A bill to amend the Magnuson- 

Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act to establish a grant 
program to ensure waterfront access 
for commercial fishermen, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, all 
along our Nation’s coasts there are 
harbors that were once full of the 
hustle and bustle associated with the 
fishing industry. Unfortunately, there 
has been an erosion of the vital infra-
structure, known as our working wa-
terfronts, that is so critical to our 
commercial fishing industries. To bet-
ter preserve these waterfront areas, I 
have drafted legislation that will help 
to protect commercial access to our 
waterfronts and to support the fishing 
industry’s role in our maritime herit-
age. 

When constituents have called asking 
me to help them in their efforts to stop 
the loss of their fishing businesses and 
the communities built around this in-
dustry, I realized more needed to be 
done to preserve and increase water-
front access for the commercial fishing 
industry. Currently, there is no Fed-
eral program to promote and protect 
the working waterfronts other than 
identifying some grant programs that 
might apply. There is an immediate 
need to protect our working water-
fronts since we are losing more of them 
every week, and quite simply, once 
lost, these vital economic and commu-
nity hubs of commercial fishing activ-
ity cannot be replaced. 

I rise today to re-introduce a bill I 
originally proposed in the 109th Con-
gress—the Working Waterfront Preser-

vation Act. This legislation would cre-
ate a program to support our Nation’s 
commercial fishing families and the 
coastal communities that are at risk of 
losing their fishing businesses. 

I can illustrate the need for such a 
program by describing the loss of com-
mercial waterfront access occurring in 
Maine. Only 25 of Maine’s 3,500 miles of 
coastline are devoted to commercial 
access. We are continually seeing por-
tions of Maine’s working waterfront 
being sold off to the highest bidder— 
with large vacation homes and con-
dominiums rising in places that our 
fishing industry used to call home. 

The reasons for the loss of Maine’s 
working waterfront are complex. In 
some cases, burdensome fishing regula-
tions have led to a decrease in land-
ings, hindering the profitability of 
shore-side infrastructure, like the 
Portland Fish Exchange. In other 
cases, soaring land values and rising 
taxes have made the current use of 
commercial land unprofitable. Prop-
erty is being sold and quickly con-
verted into private spaces and second 
homes that are no longer the center of 
economic activity. 

Maine’s lack of commercial water-
front prompted the formation of a 
‘‘Working Waterfront Coalition.’’ This 
coalition is comprised of an impressive 
number of industry associations, non- 
profit groups, and state agencies, who 
came together to preserve Maine’s 
working waterfront. The coalition 
identified eighteen projects that would 
increase Maine’s available working wa-
terfront. These eighteen sites would 
create or preserve more than 875 jobs. 

I’m pleased to note that the Working 
Waterfront Coalition has been success-
ful in contributing to the creation of 
two programs in Maine. The first is a 
State tax incentive for property owners 
to keep their land in its current work-
ing waterfront condition. The second is 
a pilot program for grant funding to se-
cure and preserve working waterfront 
areas. I am proud that the State of 
Maine has taken positive action to 
save its waterfront infrastructure and 
is a model for other States in the coun-
try facing this problem. 

However, we must press on with this 
priority. The loss of commercial water-
front access affects the fishing indus-
try throughout all coastal States. Pick 
up a newspaper in one of our coastal 
States, and you will read about this 
struggle. Fishermen in Galilee, RI are 
being pushed away from the water-
fronts as their profitability shrinks 
and land values soar. The Los Angeles 
Times ran a story on the disappearance 
of working waterfronts in Florida. 
That State has also since enacted a law 
to protect their working waterfronts. 
Washington State struggles to balance 
working waterfronts with increased de-
velopment pressure. Another region of 
the country that this bill would benefit 
is the Gulf Coast. This legislation 
would assist the victims of Hurricane 
Katrina in rebuilding their shore-side 
infrastructure destroyed in the storm. 

And modest federal investment could 
do so much to save these areas. Preser-
vation of the working waterfront is es-
sential to protect a way of life that is 
unique to our coastal States and is 
vital to economic development along 
the coast. This bill targets this prob-
lem, as no Federal program exists to 
assist States like Maine, Florida, 
Washington, and Louisiana. 

The Working Waterfront Preserva-
tion Act would assist by providing Fed-
eral grant funding to municipal and 
State governments, non-profit organi-
zations, and fishermen’s cooperatives 
for the purchase of property or ease-
ments or for the maintenance of work-
ing waterfront facilities. The bill con-
tains a $50 million authorization for 
grants that would require a 25 percent 
local match. Applications for grants 
would be considered by both the De-
partment of Commerce and state fish-
eries agencies, which have the local ex-
pertise to understand the needs of each 
coastal State. Grant recipients would 
agree not to convert coastal properties 
to noncommercial uses, as a condition 
of receiving federal assistance. 

This legislation also has a tax com-
ponent included. When properties or 
easements are purchased, sellers would 
only be taxed on half of the gain they 
receive from this sale. Taxing only half 
of the gain on conservation sales is a 
proposal that has been advanced by the 
President in all of his budget proposals. 
This is a vital aspect of my bill because 
it would diminish the pressure to 
quickly sell waterfront property that 
would then, most likely, be converted 
to noncommercial uses, and would in-
crease the incentives for sellers to take 
part in this grant program. This is es-
pecially important given that the ap-
plication process for federal grants 
does not keep pace with the coastal 
real estate market. 

This legislation is crucial for our Na-
tion’s commercial fisheries, which are 
coming under increasing pressures 
from many fronts. This new grant pro-
gram would preserve important com-
mercial infrastructure and promote 
economic development along our coast. 
I am committed to creating a Federal 
mechanism to preserve working water-
fronts and will pursue this legislation 
during the 110th Congress. 

By Mr. MCCAIN: 
S. 744. A bill to provide greater public 

safety by making more spectrum avail-
able to public safety, to establish the 
Public Safety Interoperable Commu-
nications Working Group to provide 
standards for public safety spectrum 
needs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today the Spec-
trum Availability for Emergency-Re-
sponse and Law-Enforcement to Im-
prove Vital Emergency Services Act, 
otherwise known as the SAVE LIVES 
Act. The bill would provide public safe-
ty with the ability to use an additional 
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30 MHz of radio spectrum for a new na-
tionwide public safety state-of-the-art 
broadband network. This would allow 
police, fire, sheriffs, and other medical 
and emergency professionals the abil-
ity to communicate using a modern 
and reliable broadband network, there-
by allowing for interoperable commu-
nications between local, State and Fed-
eral first responders during emer-
gencies. 

The 9/11 Commission’s Final Report 
states that: ‘‘Command and control de-
cisions were affected by the lack of 
knowledge of what was happening 30, 
60, 90, and 100 floors above’’ due to the 
inability of police and firefighters to 
communicate using their hand held ra-
dios. The Final Report recommended 
the ‘‘expedited and increased assign-
ment of radio spectrum to public safety 
entities’’ to resolve the problem. This 
bill would finally implement fully the 
recommendation. 

Let me be clear: the Federal Govern-
ment has made many strides in devel-
oping a comprehensive, interoperable 
emergency communications plan, set-
ting equipment standards, funding the 
purchase of interoperable communica-
tions equipment, and belatedly making 
additional radio spectrum available. 
But none of this is enough. We will not 
solve our Nation’s interoperability cri-
sis until all emergency personnel in-
volved in responding to an incident are 
able to communicate seamlessly, and 
that is what this legislation is intended 
to accomplish. 

I have been working on this issue for 
many years. Ten years ago, while serv-
ing as Chairman of the Senate Com-
merce Committee, I introduced the 
Law Enforcement and Public Safety 
Telecommunications Empowerment 
Act, which would have provided public 
safety with 24 MHz in the 700 MHz band 
and authorized 10 percent of proceeds 
from an auction of spectrum to com-
mercial companies to be used to fund 
State and local law enforcement com-
munications. Although my bill did not 
pass, Congress did require this spec-
trum to be allocated to public safety in 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 

Unfortunately, this spectrum was en-
cumbered by television broadcasters 
who refused to move despite broad-
casters being given other spectrum in 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 
The television broadcasters persuaded 
some members of Congress to slip into 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 a pro-
vision that allowed for broadcasters to 
retain their new spectrum and use the 
spectrum dedicated to public safety for 
an indefinite time. 

Rightly, public safety fought the 
broadcasters’ ‘‘spectrum squatting’’ 
and asked Congress to set a firm date 
for broadcasters to provide public safe-
ty spectrum. I was happy to support 
them in the fight. 

During the 108th Congress, I intro-
duced a bill that would have provided 
public safety with this spectrum by 
January 1, 2008. The bill was not con-
sidered by the Senate. I also introduced 

an amendment to the Intelligence Re-
form and Terrorism Prevention Act of 
2004 to set a firm date for the delivery 
of this spectrum, but it was strongly 
opposed thanks to the broadcasters. 

In October 2005, the Commerce Com-
mittee debated a firm date as part of 
the Budget Reconciliation Act of 2006. I 
offered an amendment to make the 
spectrum available by January 2007, 
but it was shot down by a vote of 17–5. 
I then took an amendment to the floor 
which was defeated by a vote of 30–69. 
Congress did finally set the date of 
February 17, 2009—date that is too late 
in my opinion. 

I have not only been concerned about 
public safety not receiving spectrum in 
a timely manner, but also not receiv-
ing enough spectrum. In 2004, I offered 
an amendment that was included in the 
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism 
Prevention Act, which required the 
Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) and the Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) to study the short-term 
and long-term spectrum needs of public 
safety. In December 2005, the FCC de-
livered their report. While the report 
did not contain a specific amount of 
spectrum necessary to aid public safety 
interoperability, it did state, ‘‘ . . . . 
emergency response providers would 
benefit from the development of an in-
tegrated, interoperable nationwide net-
work capable of delivering broadband 
services throughout the country.’’ DHS 
has never provided its report to Con-
gress. 

The FCC’s recommendation became 
all too apparent during the horrors of 
Hurricane Katrina. First responders in 
Louisiana were unable to communicate 
with each other during their response 
and recovery efforts because New Orle-
ans and the three nearby parishes all 
used different radio equipment and fre-
quencies. To make matters worse, Fed-
eral officials responding to the area 
used an entirely different communica-
tions system than the local first re-
sponders, which hindered relief efforts. 
New Orleans officials had purchased 
equipment that would allow some 
patching between local and Federal 
radio systems, but that equipment was 
rendered useless by flooding. Nonethe-
less, short term solutions to link in-
compatible systems are not the right 
approach to this critical problem. A 
better approach is for this Nation and 
its representatives to get serious about 
public safety communications by de-
veloping an interoperable communica-
tions network for all local, state, re-
gional and Federal first responders 
that can carry voice and data commu-
nications. 

I believe the SAVE LIVES bill pro-
vides that comprehensive and serious 
approach. The bill would establish a 
national policy for public safety spec-
trum, directing that the 24 MHz allo-
cated by Congress to public safety in 
1997 be used for state, local and re-
gional interoperability and that the 30 
MHz in the 700 MHz band be available 
as needed for a national, interoperable 

public safety broadband network by 
local, State, regional and Federal first 
responders. These two networks would 
be interoperable, thereby allowing 
local, State, regional and Federal first 
responders to communicate. Congress 
has deemed spectrum in the 700 MHz 
band ‘‘ideal’’ for public safety commu-
nications because it can travel great 
distances and penetrate thick walls. 

The day before our Nation experi-
enced the worst act of terrorism on our 
soil, the Public Safety Wireless Advi-
sory Committee completed an 850-page 
study of public safety spectrum re-
quirements and recommended that 97.5 
MHz of additional spectrum be made 
available for public safety. In 1997, Con-
gress set aside 24 MHz of spectrum in 
the 700 MHz band for public safety use, 
but due to television broadcasters re-
fusal to relocate from that spectrum, 
public safety will not have full use of 
the spectrum until February 2009. How-
ever, public safety states that the 24 
MHz is not enough. Just last month, 
Fire Chief Charles Werner of Virginia 
testified before the Senate Commerce 
Committee that an additional 70 MHz 
may be needed by 2011. 

The bill also would establish a ‘‘Pub-
lic Safety Interoperable Working 
Group’’ (the Working Group) to estab-
lish user driven specifications for pub-
lic safety’s use of the 30 MHz and then 
require the FCC to auction the 30 MHz 
under a ‘‘conditional license’’ that re-
quires any winning bidder to meet pub-
lic safety’s specifications to operate a 
national, interoperable public safety 
broadband network. If there is no win-
ning bidder, then the license to the 30 
MHz will revert to public safety, which 
could then use the spectrum for a na-
tional, interoperable public safety 
broadband network and work with the 
FCC to auction excess non-emergency 
capacity. 

To ensure public safety is using the 
spectrum effectively and efficiently, 
the bill would require the FCC to re-
view public safety’s use of the 24 MHz 
to determine whether it could handle a 
national interoperable broadband net-
work in addition to local, state and re-
gional networks as technology im-
proves. The bill would also require the 
FCC, DHS and public safety to review 
the possibility of moving most public 
safety communications to the 700 MHz 
and 800 MHz bands thereby enhancing 
interoperability. 

As required by Congress, the FCC is 
slated to auction spectrum in the 700 
MHz band by January 28, 2008. Except 
for the 24 MHz allocated to public safe-
ty, the remaining spectrum will be auc-
tioned to commercial providers unless 
Congress dictates otherwise. Therefore 
any use of the 30 MHz by public safety 
must be considered quickly by Con-
gress as the FCC would need to begin 
developing the rules for a conditional 
license by early fall to ensure that the 
auction date is not delayed. 

Late last year, the FCC stated, ‘‘The 
availability of a nationwide, interoper-
able, broadband communication net-
work for public safety substantially 
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could enhance the ability of public 
safety entities to respond to emergency 
situations . . . yet only 2.6 MHz is des-
ignated for nationwide interoperable 
communications in the 700 MHz public 
safety band.’’ This is unacceptable and 
that is why I believe the SAVE LIVES 
Act would solve the interoperability 
crisis that faces our country. 

We cannot survive another disaster 
such as 9/11 or Katrina without reform-
ing our Nation’s interoperable commu-
nications. I fought for many years to 
clear the 700 MHz spectrum for first re-
sponders and now that there is a firm 
date for the availability of this spec-
trum, we should ensure that a suffi-
cient amount of spectrum is being pro-
vided to first responders. Again, this 
spectrum is slated to be auctioned in 
January 2008 to commercial entities, so 
if Congress does not act now to ensure 
that public safety can have some rea-
sonable access to this valuable spec-
trum, it will be auctioned off without 
any consideration to our Nation’s 
interoperability crisis and this oppor-
tunity will be lost forever. 

I know some critics would rather all 
of this spectrum be auctioned solely for 
commercial applications, such as wire-
less Internet surfing, instant mes-
saging and phone services. I can assure 
you, I do not lay awake at night won-
dering why my children can’t surf the 
Internet on their cell phone from any 
location at any time, but I do worry 
about whether we will be adequately 
prepared to respond to the next dis-
aster. 

I can only imagine how many lives 
could have been saved during 9/11 had 
this spectrum been available and I can 
only imagine how many victims of 
Hurricane Katrina could have been res-
cued sooner if only police, fire fighters 
and other emergency personnel had 
been able to communicate with each 
other. But instead of imagining, we 
have an obligation to act. We can have 
a national, interoperable communica-
tions system available to first respond-
ers by 2009 if we act now to make this 
spectrum available to public safety. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the SAVE LIVES Act. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU: 
S. 745. A bill to provide for increased 

export assistance staff in areas in 
which the President declared a major 
disaster as a result of Hurricane 
Katrina of 2005 and Hurricane Rita of 
2005; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, as I 
come to the floor today to speak, there 
are countless small businesses in the 
Gulf Coast, right this moment, that are 
open for business. The fact that they 
are open at all is a testament to the 
hard work and resolve of their owners, 
along with the focus and commitment 
of community leaders, state and local 
officials, as well as Congress and the 
White House. This is because, as you 
know, the Gulf Coast was devastated in 
2005 by two of the most powerful 

storms to ever hit the United States in 
recorded history—Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita. 

I strongly believe that we cannot re-
build the Gulf Coast without our small 
businesses. Small businesses not only 
create jobs and pay taxes—they provide 
the innovation and energy that drives 
our economy. In fact, before Katrina 
and Rita hit, there were more than 
95,000 small businesses in Louisiana, 
employing about 850,000 people—more 
than half of my State’s workforce. 
About 39,000 of these businesses have 
yet to resume normal operations so I 
intend to do everything I can in the 
coming months to get them back up 
and running. 

That is why today I am introducing 
legislation to help provide the nec-
essary staff to help our small busi-
nesses in the Gulf recover from the 
devastating storms of 2005. In par-
ticular, this legislation is focused on 
promoting exports by small businesses 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama. 
Small businesses are important players 
in international trade, which is re-
flected in the fact that small busi-
nesses represent that 96 percent of all 
exporters of goods and services In Lou-
isiana, we have about 2,000 declared ex-
porters. However, there are many more 
businesses in my state who conduct 
Internet sales overseas, as well as 
those who focus operations on domestic 
sales but have some international buy-
ers as well. These businesses are ex-
porters but in many cases they do not 
even realize it! 

Given the importance of these ex-
porters to my State and to the rest of 
the country, I would like to improve 
their competitive edge in the inter-
national market and give them every 
resource they need to succeed. As our 
businesses continue to recover, one of 
the main issues being faced by our 
small businesses is accessing capital. 
They need help accessing export fi-
nancing to cover export-related costs 
such as purchasing equipment, pur-
chasing inventory, or financing produc-
tion costs. 

To assist businesses with obtaining 
export financing, fifteen SBA Finance 
Specialists operate out of 100 U.S. Ex-
port Assistance Centers administered 
by the Department of Commerce 
around the country. However, despite 
the increased need for export financing 
in the Gulf Coast, there is currently no 
International Finance Specialist lo-
cated in any of the hardest hit States 
of Mississippi, Alabama and Louisiana. 
Instead there is one specialist in Texas 
with responsibility for Texas, Okla-
homa, Arkansas and Louisiana and one 
specialist in Georgia responsible for 
Georgia, Alabama, Kentucky, Ten-
nessee, and Mississippi. Due to the ex-
tensive territories they cover and lim-
ited travel budgets of the staff, these 
specialists must divide their time and 
cannot focus on the needs of Gulf Coast 
small businesses. 

With this in mind, this legislation 
would provide an SBA International 

Finance Specialist to the New Orleans 
U.S. Export Assistance Center with re-
sponsibility for Louisiana, Alabama, 
and Mississippi. I believe this is a com-
monsense approach, since this position 
in New Orleans has remained vacant 
since 2003 due to retirement and budget 
issues. So this is not a new position or 
a new hire, it is simply filling a posi-
tion that has sat open for far too long. 

The Gulf Coast Export Recovery Act 
of 2007 would also address Commerce 
staffing issues for our New Orleans U.S. 
Export Assistance Center. In this of-
fice, there is currently four full-time 
export assistance staff, along with one 
Foreign Service Officer. This office has 
had two staffers leave the office since 
Katrina and I am concerned that when 
this Foreign Service Officer leaves this 
fall, that there will be no replacement. 
This understaffed office is struggling to 
keep up with the increasing demands 
from businesses for technical assist-
ance on finding overseas markets for 
local products, particularly businesses 
near Baton Rouge and the River par-
ishes. Staff in New Orleans cover south 
Louisiana as well as the coastal coun-
ties in Mississippi. With such a wide 
area to cover, and so few staff, they are 
doing a great job in providing services 
but obviously need additional help to 
fully service our local businesses. The 
Small Business International Trade 
Enhancements Act of 2007 would pro-
vide one additional full-time staffer to 
this office to assist our businesses in 
the parishes of East Baton Rouge, West 
Baton Rouge, Iberville, Pointe Coupee, 
St. Martin, St. Landry and Iberia. 
Many of our businesses from the New 
Orleans area are relocating to these 
parishes so we need adequate staff to 
keep up with increasing export needs in 
the area. 

In closing, I should note that both of 
these provisions were included in the 
Commerce, Justice, Science Appropria-
tions bill that was reported out of com-
mittee last Fall. Unfortunately, since 
that bill was not enacted, these provi-
sions did not become law and our small 
business exporters have waited an addi-
tional 7 months for increased export 
assistance resources. I do not want 
them to have to wait another 7 months 
for this vital assistance. We are only 
asking for two full-time staffers for an 
office, but these two staffers would 
make a world of difference for the busi-
nesses, as well as for the understaffed 
office down there. I believe both the 
Department of Commerce and the 
Small Business Administration are 
supportive of these staffing increases 
so I look forward to working with them 
in the coming months to address these 
staffing needs in New Orleans. I urge 
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion since it will help our exporters in 
the Gulf Coast fully recover and will 
help the country as a whole by increas-
ing exports from the Gulf Coast states. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the text of 

the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 745 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Gulf Coast 
Export Recovery Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. ADDITIONAL STAFF FOR NEW ORLEANS 

UNITED STATES EXPORT ASSIST-
ANCE CENTER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com-
merce shall hire 1 additional full-time inter-
national trade specialist, to be located in the 
New Orleans, Louisiana, United States Ex-
port Assistance Center. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The international 
trade specialist hired under subsection (a) 
shall provide service to the parishes of East 
Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, Pointe 
Coupee, Iberville, St. Martin, St. Landry, 
and Iberia, Louisiana, and any other parish 
selected by the Secretary of Commerce. 
SEC. 3. GULF COAST EXPORT ASSISTANCE. 

(a) INCREASE IN SMALL BUSINESS INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE STAFF.—The Administrator 
shall hire an additional full-time inter-
national finance specialist to the Office of 
International Trade of the Administration. 

(b) LOCATION AND SERVICE AREA.—The 
international finance specialist hired under 
subsection (a) shall— 

(1) be located in the New Orleans, Lou-
isiana United States Export Assistance Cen-
ter; 

(2) help to carry out the export promotion 
efforts described in section 22 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 649); and 

(3) provide such services in the States of 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the Administration such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion. 

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts 
made available under this subsection shall 
remain available until expended. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act, the terms ‘‘Ad-
ministration’’ and ‘‘Administrator’’ mean 
the Small Business Administration and the 
Administrator thereof, respectively. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for him-
self, Mr. INOUYE, Ms. CANTWELL, 
Mr. DODD, Ms. LANDRIEU, and 
Mr. CRAPO): 

S.J. Res. 4. A joint resolution to ac-
knowledge a long history of official 
depredations and ill-conceived policies 
by the United States Government re-
garding Indian tribes and offer an apol-
ogy to all Native Peoples on behalf of 
the United States; to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

S.J. RES. 4 

Whereas the ancestors of today’s Native 
Peoples inhabited the land of the present-day 
United States since time immemorial and 
for thousands of years before the arrival of 
peoples of European descent; 

Whereas the Native Peoples have for mil-
lennia honored, protected, and stewarded 
this land we cherish; 

Whereas the Native Peoples are spiritual 
peoples with a deep and abiding belief in the 
Creator, and for millennia their peoples have 
maintained a powerful spiritual connection 
to this land, as is evidenced by their customs 
and legends; 

Whereas the arrival of Europeans in North 
America opened a new chapter in the his-
tories of the Native Peoples; 

Whereas, while establishment of perma-
nent European settlements in North America 
did stir conflict with nearby Indian tribes, 
peaceful and mutually beneficial inter-
actions also took place; 

Whereas the foundational English settle-
ments in Jamestown, Virginia, and Plym-
outh, Massachusetts, owed their survival in 
large measure to the compassion and aid of 
the Native Peoples in their vicinities; 

Whereas in the infancy of the United 
States, the founders of the Republic ex-
pressed their desire for a just relationship 
with the Indian tribes, as evidenced by the 
Northwest Ordinance enacted by Congress in 
1787, which begins with the phrase, ‘‘The ut-
most good faith shall always be observed to-
ward the Indians’’; 

Whereas Indian tribes provided great as-
sistance to the fledgling Republic as it 
strengthened and grew, including invaluable 
help to Meriwether Lewis and William Clark 
on their epic journey from St. Louis, Mis-
souri, to the Pacific Coast; 

Whereas Native Peoples and non-Native 
settlers engaged in numerous armed con-
flicts; 

Whereas the United States Government 
violated many of the treaties ratified by 
Congress and other diplomatic agreements 
with Indian tribes; 

Whereas this Nation should address the 
broken treaties and many of the more ill- 
conceived Federal policies that followed, 
such as extermination, termination, forced 
removal and relocation, the outlawing of tra-
ditional religions, and the destruction of sa-
cred places; 

Whereas the United States forced Indian 
tribes and their citizens to move away from 
their traditional homelands and onto feder-
ally established and controlled reservations, 
in accordance with such Acts as the Indian 
Removal Act of 1830; 

Whereas many Native Peoples suffered and 
perished— 

(1) during the execution of the official 
United States Government policy of forced 
removal, including the infamous Trail of 
Tears and Long Walk; 

(2) during bloody armed confrontations and 
massacres, such as the Sand Creek Massacre 
in 1864 and the Wounded Knee Massacre in 
1890; and 

(3) on numerous Indian reservations; 
Whereas the United States Government 

condemned the traditions, beliefs, and cus-
toms of the Native Peoples and endeavored 
to assimilate them by such policies as the re-
distribution of land under the General Allot-
ment Act of 1887 and the forcible removal of 
Native children from their families to far-
away boarding schools where their Native 
practices and languages were degraded and 
forbidden; 

Whereas officials of the United States Gov-
ernment and private United States citizens 
harmed Native Peoples by the unlawful ac-
quisition of recognized tribal land and the 
theft of tribal resources and assets from rec-
ognized tribal land; 

Whereas the policies of the United States 
Government toward Indian tribes and the 
breaking of covenants with Indian tribes 
have contributed to the severe social ills and 
economic troubles in many Native commu-
nities today; 

Whereas, despite the wrongs committed 
against Native Peoples by the United States, 
the Native Peoples have remained com-
mitted to the protection of this great land, 
as evidenced by the fact that, on a per capita 
basis, more Native people have served in the 
United States Armed Forces and placed 
themselves in harm’s way in defense of the 
United States in every major military con-
flict than any other ethnic group; 

Whereas Indian tribes have actively influ-
enced the public life of the United States by 
continued cooperation with Congress and the 
Department of the Interior, through the in-
volvement of Native individuals in official 
United States Government positions, and by 
leadership of their own sovereign Indian 
tribes; 

Whereas Indian tribes are resilient and de-
termined to preserve, develop, and transmit 
to future generations their unique cultural 
identities; 

Whereas the National Museum of the 
American Indian was established within the 
Smithsonian Institution as a living memo-
rial to the Native Peoples and their tradi-
tions; and 

Whereas Native Peoples are endowed by 
their Creator with certain unalienable 
rights, and that among those are life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND APOLOGY. 

The United States, acting through Con-
gress— 

(1) recognizes the special legal and polit-
ical relationship the Indian tribes have with 
the United States and the solemn covenant 
with the land we share; 

(2) commends and honors the Native Peo-
ples for the thousands of years that they 
have stewarded and protected this land; 

(3) recognizes that there have been years of 
official depredations, ill-conceived policies, 
and the breaking of covenants by the United 
States Government regarding Indian tribes; 

(4) apologizes on behalf of the people of the 
United States to all Native Peoples for the 
many instances of violence, maltreatment, 
and neglect inflicted on Native Peoples by 
citizens of the United States; 

(5) expresses its regret for the ramifica-
tions of former wrongs and its commitment 
to build on the positive relationships of the 
past and present to move toward a brighter 
future where all the people of this land live 
reconciled as brothers and sisters, and har-
moniously steward and protect this land to-
gether; 

(6) urges the President to acknowledge the 
wrongs of the United States against Indian 
tribes in the history of the United States in 
order to bring healing to this land by pro-
viding a proper foundation for reconciliation 
between the United States and Indian tribes; 
and 

(7) commends the State governments that 
have begun reconciliation efforts with recog-
nized Indian tribes located in their bound-
aries and encourages all State governments 
similarly to work toward reconciling rela-
tionships with Indian tribes within their 
boundaries. 
SEC. 2. DISCLAIMER. 

Nothing in this Joint Resolution— 
(1) authorizes or supports any claim 

against the United States; or 
(2) serves as a settlement of any claim 

against the United States. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 92—CALLING 
FOR THE IMMEDIATE AND UN-
CONDITIONAL RELEASE OF SOL-
DIERS OF ISRAEL HELD CAPTIVE 
BY HAMAS AND HEZBOLLAH 

Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BROWN-
BACK, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
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COLEMAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. BROWN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and 
Mr. NELSON of Florida) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 92 
Whereas Israel withdrew from southern 

Lebanon on May 24, 2000; 
Whereas Congress expressed concern for 

soldiers of Israel missing in Lebanon and 
Syrian-controlled territory of Lebanon in 
the Act entitled ‘‘To locate and secure the 
return of Zachary Baumel, a United States 
citizen, and other Israeli soldiers missing in 
action’’, approved November 8, 1999 (Public 
Law 106–89), which required the Secretary of 
State to raise the status of missing soldiers 
of Israel with appropriate government offi-
cials of Syria, Lebanon, the Palestinian Au-
thority, and other governments in the re-
gion, and to submit to Congress reports on 
those efforts and any subsequent discovery 
of relevant information; 

Whereas, on June 18, 2000, the United Na-
tions Security Council welcomed and en-
dorsed the report by United Nations Sec-
retary-General Kofi Annan that Israel had 
withdrawn completely from Lebanon under 
the terms of United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolution 425 (1978); 

Whereas Israel completed its withdrawal 
from Gaza on September 12, 2005; 

Whereas, on June 25, 2006, Hamas and allied 
terrorists crossed into Israel to attack a 
military post, killing 2 soldiers and wound-
ing a third, Gilad Shalit, who was kidnapped; 

Whereas, on July 12, 2006, terrorists of 
Hezbollah crossed into Israel to attack 
troops of Israeli patrolling the Israeli side of 
the border with Lebanon, killing 3 soldiers, 
wounding 2 more, and kidnapping Ehud 
Goldwasser and Eldad Regev; 

Whereas Gilad Shalit has been held in cap-
tivity by Hamas for more than 7 months; 

Whereas Ehud Goldwasser and Eldad Regev 
have been held in captivity by Hezbollah for 
more than 6 months; 

Whereas Hamas and Hezbollah have with-
held all information on the health and wel-
fare of the men they have kidnapped; and 

Whereas, contrary to the most basic stand-
ards of humanitarian conduct, Hamas and 
Hezbollah have prevented access to the 
Israeli captives by competent medical per-
sonnel and representatives of the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) demands that— 
(A) Hamas immediately and uncondition-

ally release Israeli soldier Gilad Shalit; 
(B) Hezbollah accept the mandate of 

United Nations Security Council Resolution 
1701 (2006) by immediately and uncondition-
ally releasing Israeli soldiers Ehud 
Goldwasser and Eldad Regev; and 

(C) Hezbollah and Hamas accede to the 
most basic standards of humanitarian con-
duct and allow prompt access to the Israeli 
captives by competent medical personnel 
and representatives of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross; 

(2) expresses— 
(A) vigorous support and unwavering com-

mitment to the welfare and survival of the 
State of Israel as a Jewish and democratic 
state with secure borders; 

(B) strong support and deep interest in 
achieving a resolution of the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict through the creation of a via-
ble and independent Palestinian state living 
in peace alongside of the State of Israel; 

(C) ongoing concern and sympathy for the 
families of Gilad Shalit, Ehud Goldwasser, 
Eldad Regev, and all other missing soldiers 
of Israel; and 

(D) full commitment to seek the imme-
diate and unconditional release of the Israeli 
captives; and 

(3) condemns— 
(A) Hamas and Hezbollah for the cross bor-

der attacks and kidnappings that precip-
itated weeks of intensive armed conflict be-
tween Israel and Hezbollah and armed Pales-
tinian groups; and 

(B) Iran and Syria for their ongoing sup-
port of Hezbollah and Hamas. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 15—AUTHORIZING THE RO-
TUNDA OF THE CAPITOL TO BE 
USED ON MARCH 29, 2007, FOR A 
CEREMONY TO AWARD THE CON-
GRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL TO 
THE TUSKEGEE AIRMEN 

Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. STE-
VENS) submitted the following concur-
rent resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration: 

S. CON. RES. 15 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Rotunda of 
the Capitol is authorized to be used on 
March 29, 2007, for a ceremony to award a 
Congressional Gold Medal collectively to the 
Tuskegee Airmen in accordance with Public 
Law 109–213. Physical preparations for the 
ceremony shall be carried out in accordance 
with such conditions as the Architect of the 
Capitol may prescribe. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 16—CALLING ON THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF UGANDA AND THE 
LORD’S RESISTANCE ARMY (LRA) 
TO RECOMMIT TO A POLITICAL 
SOLUTION TO THE CONFLICT IN 
NORTHERN UGANDA AND TO RE-
COMMENCE VITAL PEACE 
TALKS, AND URGING IMMEDIATE 
AND SUBSTANTIAL SUPPORT 
FOR THE ONGOING PEACE PROC-
ESS FROM THE UNITED STATES 
AND THE INTERNATIONAL COM-
MUNITY 

Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. MCCAIN) 
submitted the following concurrent 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. CON. RES. 16 

Whereas, for nearly two decades, the Gov-
ernment of Uganda has been engaged in an 
armed conflict with the Lord’s Resistance 
Army (LRA) that has resulted in up to 
200,000 deaths from violence and disease and 
the displacement of more than 1,600,000 civil-
ians from eastern and northern Uganda. 

Whereas former United Nations Undersec-
retary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and 
Emergency Relief Coordinator Jan Egeland 
has called the crisis in northern Uganda ‘‘the 
biggest forgotten, neglected humanitarian 
emergency in the world today’’; 

Whereas Joseph Kony, the leader of the 
LRA, and several of his associates have been 
indicted by the International Criminal Court 
for war crimes and crimes against humanity, 
including rape, murder, enslavement, sexual 
enslavement, and the forced recruitment of 
an estimated 66,000 children; 

Whereas the LRA is a severe and repeat vi-
olator of human rights and has continued to 
attack civilians and humanitarian aid work-
ers despite a succession of ceasefire agree-
ments; 

Whereas the Secretary of State has labeled 
the LRA ‘‘vicious and cult-like’’ and des-
ignates it as a terrorist organization; 

Whereas the 2005 Department of State re-
port on the human rights record of the Gov-
ernment of Uganda found that ‘‘security 
forces committed unlawful killings. . . and 
were responsible for deaths as a result of tor-
ture’’ along with other ‘‘serious problems,’’ 
including repression of political opposition, 
official impunity, and violence against 
women and children; 

Whereas, in the 2004 Northern Uganda Cri-
sis Response Act (Public Law 108–283; 118 
Stat. 912), Congress declared its support for a 
peaceful resolution of the conflict in north-
ern and eastern Uganda and called for the 
United States and the international commu-
nity to assist in rehabilitation, reconstruc-
tion, and demobilization efforts; 

Whereas the Cessation of Hostilities Agree-
ment, which was mediated by the Govern-
ment of Southern Sudan and signed by rep-
resentatives of the Government of Uganda 
and the LRA on August 20, 2006, and ex-
tended on November 1, 2006, requires both 
parties to cease all hostile military and 
media offensives and asks the Sudan People’s 
Liberation Army to facilitate the safe as-
sembly of LRA fighters in designated areas 
for the duration of the peace talks; 

Whereas the Cessation of Hostilities Agree-
ment is set to expire on February 28, 2007, 
and although both parties to the agreement 
have indicated that they are willing to con-
tinue with the peace talks, no date has been 
set for resumption of the talks, and recent 
reports have suggested that both rebel and 
Government forces are preparing to return 
to war; 

Whereas a return to civil war would yield 
disastrous results for the people of northern 
Uganda and for regional stability, while 
peace in Uganda will bolster the fragile Com-
prehensive Peace Agreement in Sudan and 
de-escalate tensions in the Democratic Re-
public of the Congo; 

Whereas continuing violence and insta-
bility obstruct the delivery of humanitarian 
assistance to the people of northern Uganda 
and impede national and regional trade, de-
velopment and democratization efforts, and 
counter-terrorism initiatives; and 

Whereas the Senate unanimously passed 
Senate Resolution 366, 109th Congress, 
agreed to February 6, 2006, and Senate Reso-
lution 573, 109th Congress, agreed to Sep-
tember 19, 2006, calling on Uganda, Sudan, 
the United States, and the international 
community to bring justice and provide hu-
manitarian assistance to northern Uganda 
and to support the successful transition from 
conflict to sustainable peace, while the 
House of Representatives has not yet consid-
ered comparable legislation: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) disapproves of the LRA leadership’s in-
consistent commitment to resolving the con-
flict in Uganda peacefully; 

(2) urges the Lord’s Resistance Army 
(LRA) and the Government of Uganda to re-
turn to negotiations in order to extend and 
expand upon the existing ceasefire and to re-
commit to pursuing a political solution to 
this conflict; 

(3) entreats all parties in the region to im-
mediately cease human rights violations and 
address, within the context of a broader na-
tional reconciliation process in Uganda, 
issues of accountability and impunity for 
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those crimes against humanity already com-
mitted; 

(4) presses leaders on both sides of the con-
flict in Uganda to renounce any intentions 
and halt any preparations to resume violence 
and to ensure that this message is clearly 
conveyed to armed elements under their con-
trol; and 

(5) calls on the Secretary of State, the Ad-
ministrator of the United States Agency for 
International Development, and the heads of 
other similar governmental agencies and 
nongovernmental organizations within the 
international community to continue and 
augment efforts to alleviate the humani-
tarian crisis in northern Uganda and to sup-
port a peaceful resolution to this crisis by 
publicly and forcefully reiterating the pre-
ceding demands. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 288. Mr. NELSON, of Florida (for him-
self and Mr. MARTINEZ) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms.COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
to make the United States more secure by 
implementing unfinished recommendations 
of the 9/11 Commission to fight the war on 
terror more effectively, to improve home-
land security, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 289. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to 
the bill S. 4, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 290. Mr. SALAZAR (for himself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 275 
proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra. 

SA 291. Mr. SUNUNU proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. 
COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra. 

SA 292. Mr. SUNUNU proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. 
COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra. 

SA 293. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. AKAKA) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 4, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 294. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 295. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to 
the bill S. 4, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 296. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
VITTER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 297. Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, and Ms. SNOWE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and MS. COLLINS) to 
the bill S. 4, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 298. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, and Mr. BIDEN) proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 275 proposed 

by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra. 

SA 299. Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mrs. 
CLINTON, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
SMITH, and Ms. SNOWE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 300. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to 
the bill S. 4, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 301. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 302. Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to 
the bill S. 4, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 303. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
COLEMAN, and Mr. KYL) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table 
. 

SA 304. Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COBURN, and Mr. 
ISAKSON) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 281 sub-
mitted by Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 
DOMENICI) to the amendment SA 275 proposed 
by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 305. Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COBURN, and Mr. 
ISAKSON) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 306. Mr. BIDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 307. Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 308. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 4, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 309. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. KYL, and Mr. CORNYN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. 
COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 310. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 311. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 312. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 313. Mr. DORGAN (for himself and Mr. 
CONRAD) proposed an amendment to amend-
ment SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for him-

self, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the 
bill S. 4, supra. 

SA 314. Mr. DEMINT proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. 
COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra. 

SA 315. Mr. LIEBERMAN proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 275 proposed 
by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, supra. 

SA 316. Mrs. MCCASKILL proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 315 proposed 
by Mr. LIEBERMAN to the amendment SA 275 
proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra. 

SA 317. Mr. KYL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 
275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 318. Mr. KYL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 
275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 319. Mr. KYL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 
275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 320. Mr. KYL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 
275 proposed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS ) to the bill S. 
4, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 288. Mr. NELSON of Florida (for 
himself and Mr. MARTINEZ) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. INTERVIEWS OF VISA APPLICANTS. 

Section 222 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1202) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(i) INTERVIEWS FOR VISA APPLICANTS.— 
‘‘(1) AUTHORITY TO UTILIZE 

VIDEOCONFERENCING.—For purposes of sub-
section (h), the term ‘in person interview’ 
shall include an interview conducted via vid-
eoconference or similar technology after the 
date that the Secretary of State certifies to 
the Secretary of Homeland Security that se-
curity measures and audit mechanisms have 
been implemented to ensure that biometrics 
collected for a visa applicant during an 
interview via videoconference or similar 
technology are those of the visa applicant. 

‘‘(2) PILOT PROGRAM TO PERMIT MOBILE VISA 
INTERVIEWS.—The Secretary of State is au-
thorized to carry out a pilot program to con-
duct visa interviews via the use of mobile 
teams of consular officials after the date 
that the Secretary of State certifies to the 
Secretary of Homeland Security that such a 
pilot program may be carried out without 
jeopardizing the integrity of the visa inter-
view process.’’. 

SA 289. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
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to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XI, insert the following: 
SEC. 1104. IMPROVEMENT OF NOTIFICATION OF 

CONGRESS REGARDING INTEL-
LIGENCE ACTIVITIES OF THE 
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT. 

(a) CLARIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF CON-
GRESSIONAL INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES TO IN-
CLUDE ALL MEMBERS OF COMMITTEES.—Sec-
tion 3(7) of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 401a(7)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘, and 
includes each member of the Select Com-
mittee’’ before the semicolon; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘, and 
includes each member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee’’ before the period. 

(b) NOTICE ON INFORMATION NOT DIS-
CLOSED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 502 of such Act (50 
U.S.C. 413a) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) 
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the 
following new subsection (b): 

‘‘(b) NOTICE ON INFORMATION NOT DIS-
CLOSED.—(1) If the Director of National Intel-
ligence or the head of a department, agency, 
or other entity of the United States Govern-
ment does not provide information required 
by subsection (a) in full or to all the mem-
bers of the congressional intelligence com-
mittees and requests that such information 
not be provided in full or to all members of 
the congressional intelligence committees, 
the Director shall, in a timely fashion, pro-
vide written notification to all the members 
of such committees of the determination not 
to provide such information in full or to all 
members of such committees. Such notice 
shall include a statement of the reasons for 
such determination and a description that 
provides the main features of the intel-
ligence activities covered by such determina-
tion. 

‘‘(2) Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed as authorizing less than full and 
current disclosure to all the members of the 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate and the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the House of Representatives 
of any information necessary to keep all the 
members of such committees fully and cur-
rently informed on all intelligence activities 
covered by this section.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(d) of such section, as redesignated by para-
graph (1)(A) of this subsection, is amended 
by striking ‘‘subsection (b)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subsections (b) and (c)’’. 

(c) REPORTS AND NOTICE ON COVERT AC-
TIONS.— 

(1) FORM AND CONTENT OF CERTAIN RE-
PORTS.—Subsection (b) of section 503 of such 
Act (50 U.S.C. 413b) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(b)’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) Any report relating to a covert action 

that is submitted to the congressional intel-
ligence committees for the purposes of para-
graph (1) shall be in writing, and shall con-
tain the following: 

‘‘(A) A concise statement of any facts per-
tinent to such report. 

‘‘(B) An explanation of the significance of 
the covert action covered by such report.’’. 

(2) NOTICE ON INFORMATION NOT DIS-
CLOSED.—Subsection (c) of such section is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) If the Director of National Intelligence 
or the head of a department, agency, or 
other entity of the United States Govern-
ment does not provide information required 
by subsection (b)(2) in full or to all the mem-
bers of the congressional intelligence com-
mittees, and requests that such information 
not be provided in full or to all members of 
the congressional intelligence committees, 
for the reason specified in paragraph (2), the 
Director shall, in a timely fashion, provide 
written notification to all the members of 
such committees of the determination not to 
provide such information in full or to all 
members of such committees. Such notice 
shall include a statement of the reasons for 
such determination and a description that 
provides the main features of the covert ac-
tions covered by such determination.’’. 

(3) MODIFICATION OF NATURE OF CHANGE OF 
COVERT ACTION TRIGGERING NOTICE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Subsection (d) of such section is 
amended by striking ‘‘significant’’ the first 
place it appears. 
SEC. 1105. ADDITIONAL LIMITATION ON AVAIL-

ABILITY OF FUNDS FOR INTEL-
LIGENCE AND INTELLIGENCE-RE-
LATED ACTIVITIES. 

Section 504 of the National Security Act of 
1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘the con-
gressional intelligence committees have 
been fully and currently informed of such ac-
tivity and if’’ after ‘‘only if’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (b), (c), 
(d), and (e) as subsections (c), (d), (e), and (f), 
respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection (b): 

‘‘(b) In any case in which notice to the con-
gressional intelligence committees on an in-
telligence or intelligence-related activity is 
covered by section 502(b), or in which notice 
to the congressional intelligence committees 
on a covert action is covered by section 
503(c)(5), the congressional intelligence com-
mittees shall be treated as being fully and 
currently informed on such activity or cov-
ert action, as the case may be, for purposes 
of subsection (a) if the requirements of such 
section 502(b) or 503(c)(5), as applicable, have 
been met.’’. 

SA 290. Mr. SALAZAR (for himself 
and Mr. LIEBERMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. QUADRENNIAL HOMELAND DEFENSE 

REVIEW. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than the 

end of fiscal year 2008, the Secretary shall es-
tablish a national homeland defense strat-
egy. 

(2) REVIEW.—Every 4 years after the estab-
lishment of the national homeland defense 
strategy, the Secretary shall conduct a com-
prehensive examination of the national 
homeland defense strategy. 

(3) SCOPE.—In establishing or reviewing the 
national homeland defense strategy under 

this subsection, the Secretary shall conduct 
a comprehensive examination of interagency 
cooperation, preparedness of Federal re-
sponse assets, infrastructure, budget plan, 
and other elements of the homeland defense 
program and policies of the United States 
with a view toward determining and express-
ing the homeland defense strategy of the 
United States and establishing a homeland 
defense program for the 20 years following 
that examination. 

(4) REFERENCE.—The establishment or re-
view of the national homeland defense strat-
egy under this subsection shall be known as 
the ‘‘quadrennial homeland defense review’’. 

(5) CONSULTATION.—Each quadrennial 
homeland defense review under this sub-
section shall be conducted in consultation 
with the Attorney General of the United 
States, the Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of Defense, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REVIEW.—Each quadren-
nial homeland defense review shall— 

(1) delineate a national homeland defense 
strategy consistent with the most recent Na-
tional Response Plan prepared under Home-
land Security Presidential Directive 5 or any 
directive meant to replace or augment that 
directive; 

(2) describe the interagency cooperation, 
preparedness of Federal response assets, in-
frastructure, budget plan, and other ele-
ments of the homeland defense program and 
policies of the United States associated with 
the national homeland defense strategy re-
quired to execute successfully the full range 
of missions called for in the national home-
land defense strategy delineated under para-
graph (1); and 

(3) identify— 
(A) the budget plan required to provide suf-

ficient resources to successfully execute the 
full range of missions called for in that na-
tional homeland defense strategy at a low- 
to-moderate level of risk; and 

(B) any additional resources required to 
achieve such a level of risk. 

(c) LEVEL OF RISK.—The assessment of the 
level of risk for purposes of subsection (b)(3) 
shall be conducted by the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence. 

(d) REPORTING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-

mit a report regarding each quadrennial 
homeland defense review to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Each such report shall be sub-
mitted not later than September 30 of the 
year in which the review is conducted. 

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Each report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) the results of the quadrennial home-
land defense review; 

(B) the threats to the assumed or defined 
national homeland security interests of the 
United States that were examined for the 
purposes of the review and the scenarios de-
veloped in the examination of those threats; 

(C) the status of cooperation among Fed-
eral agencies in the effort to promote na-
tional homeland security; 

(D) the status of cooperation between the 
Federal Government and State governments 
in preparing for emergency response to 
threats to national homeland security; and 

(E) any other matter the Secretary con-
siders appropriate. 

(e) RESOURCE PLAN.— 
Not later than 30 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary shall pro-
vide to the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Appropriations and the 
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Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives a detailed resource 
plan specifying the estimated budget and 
number of staff members that will be re-
quired for preparation of the initial quadren-
nial homeland defense review. 

SA 291. Mr. SUNUNU proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 121, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(k) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed or interpreted 
to preclude the use of funds under this sec-
tion by a State for interim or long-term 
Internet Protocol-based interoperable solu-
tions, notwithstanding compliance with the 
Project 25 standard.’’. 

SA 292. Mr. SUNUNU proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 361, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 

(c) INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS TO REM-
EDY SITUATION.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of the Department of State shall re-
port to Congress on— 

(1) the current process for considering ap-
plications by Canada for frequencies and 
channels by United States communities 
above Line A; 

(2) the status of current negotiations to re-
form and revise such process; 

(3) the estimated date of conclusion for 
such negotiations; 

(4) whether the current process allows for 
automatic denials or dismissals of initial ap-
plications by the Government of Canada, and 
whether such denials or dismissals are cur-
rently occurring; and 

(5) communications between the Depart-
ment of State and the Federal Communica-
tions Commission pursuant to subsection 
(a)(3). 

SA 293. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. 
AKAKA) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 4, to make the United States 
more secure by implementing unfin-
ished recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission to fight the war on terror 
more effectively, to improve homeland 
security, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 
TITLE l—MODERNIZATION OF THE 
AMERICAN NATIONAL RED CROSS 

SEC. l01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘The Amer-

ican National Red Cross Governance Mod-
ernization Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. l02. FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Substantive changes to the Congres-
sional Charter of The American National 
Red Cross have not been made since 1947. 

(2) In February 2006, the board of governors 
of The American National Red Cross (the 
‘‘Board of Governors’’) commissioned an 
independent review and analysis of the Board 
of Governors’ role, composition, size, rela-
tionship with management, governance rela-
tionship with chartered units of The Amer-
ican National Red Cross, and whistleblower 
and audit functions. 

(3) In an October 2006 report of the Board of 
Governors, entitled ‘‘American Red Cross 
Governance for the 21st Century’’ (the ‘‘Gov-
ernance Report’’), the Board of Governors 
recommended changes to the Congressional 
Charter, bylaws, and other governing docu-
ments of The American National Red Cross 
to modernize and enhance the effectiveness 
of the Board of Governors and governance 
structure of The American National Red 
Cross. 

(4) It is in the national interest to create a 
more efficient governance structure of The 
American National Red Cross and to enhance 
the Board of Governors’ ability to support 
the critical mission of The American Na-
tional Red Cross in the 21st century. 

(5) It is in the national interest to clarify 
the role of the Board of Governors as a gov-
ernance and strategic oversight board and 
for The American National Red Cross to 
amend its bylaws, consistent with the rec-
ommendations described in the Governance 
Report, to clarify the role of the Board of 
Governors and to outline the areas of its re-
sponsibility, including— 

(A) reviewing and approving the mission 
statement for The American National Red 
Cross; 

(B) approving and overseeing the corpora-
tion’s strategic plan and maintaining stra-
tegic oversight of operational matters; 

(C) selecting, evaluating, and determining 
the level of compensation of the corpora-
tion’s chief executive officer; 

(D) evaluating the performance and estab-
lishing the compensation of the senior lead-
ership team and providing for management 
succession; 

(E) overseeing the financial reporting and 
audit process, internal controls, and legal 
compliance; 

(F) holding management accountable for 
performance; 

(G) providing oversight of the financial 
stability of the corporation; 

(H) ensuring the inclusiveness and diver-
sity of the corporation; 

(I) providing oversight of the protection of 
the brand of the corporation; and 

(J) assisting with fundraising on behalf of 
the corporation. 

(6)(A) The selection of members of the 
Board of Governors is a critical component 
of effective governance for The American 
National Red Cross, and, as such, it is in the 
national interest that The American Na-
tional Red Cross amend its bylaws to provide 
a method of selection consistent with that 
described in the Governance Report. 

(B) The new method of selection should re-
place the current process by which— 

(i) 30 chartered unit-elected members of 
the Board of Governors are selected by a 
non-Board committee which includes 2 mem-
bers of the Board of Governors and other in-
dividuals elected by the chartered units 
themselves; 

(ii) 12 at-large members of the Board of 
Governors are nominated by a Board com-
mittee and elected by the Board of Gov-
ernors; and 

(iii) 8 members of the Board of Governors 
are appointed by the President of the United 
States. 

(C) The new method of selection described 
in the Governance Report reflects the single 
category of members of the Board of Gov-
ernors that will result from the implementa-
tion of this title: 

(i) All Board members (except for the 
chairman of the Board of Governors) would 
be nominated by a single committee of the 
Board of Governors taking into account the 
criteria outlined in the Governance Report 
to assure the expertise, skills, and experi-
ence of a governing board. 

(ii) The nominated members would be con-
sidered for approval by the full Board of Gov-
ernors and then submitted to The American 
National Red Cross annual meeting of dele-
gates for election, in keeping with the stand-
ard corporate practice whereby shareholders 
of a corporation elect members of a board of 
directors at its annual meeting. 

(7) The United States Supreme Court held 
The American National Red Cross to be an 
instrumentality of the United States, and it 
is in the national interest that the Congres-
sional Charter confirm that status and that 
any changes to the Congressional Charter do 
not affect the rights and obligations of The 
American National Red Cross to carry out 
its purposes. 

(8) Given the role of The American Na-
tional Red Cross in carrying out its services, 
programs, and activities, and meeting its 
various obligations, the effectiveness of The 
American National Red Cross will be pro-
moted by the creation of an organizational 
ombudsman who— 

(A) will be a neutral or impartial dispute 
resolution practitioner whose major function 
will be to provide confidential and informal 
assistance to the many internal and external 
stakeholders of The American National Red 
Cross; 

(B) will report to the chief executive offi-
cer and the audit committee of the Board of 
Governors; and 

(C) will have access to anyone and any doc-
uments in The American National Red Cross. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) charitable organizations are an indis-
pensable part of American society, but these 
organizations can only fulfill their impor-
tant roles by maintaining the trust of the 
American public; 

(2) trust is fostered by effective governance 
and transparency, which are the principal 
goals of the recommendations of the Board 
of Governors in the Governance Report and 
this title; 

(3) Federal and State action play an impor-
tant role in ensuring effective governance 
and transparency by setting standards, root-
ing out violations, and informing the public; 
and 

(4) while The American National Red Cross 
is and will remain a Federally chartered in-
strumentality of the United States, and it 
has the rights and obligations consistent 
with that status, The American National 
Red Cross nevertheless should maintain ap-
propriate communications with State regu-
lators of charitable organizations and should 
cooperate with them as appropriate in spe-
cific matters as they arise from time to 
time. 

SEC. l03. ORGANIZATION. 

Section 300101 of title 36, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘a Feder-
ally chartered instrumentality of the United 
States and’’ before ‘‘a body corporate and 
politic’’; and 
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(2) in subsection (b), by inserting at the 

end the following new sentence: ‘‘The cor-
poration may conduct its business and af-
fairs, and otherwise hold itself out, as the 
‘American Red Cross’ in any jurisdiction.’’. 
SEC. l04. PURPOSES. 

Section 300102 of title 36, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following para-
graph: 

‘‘(5) to conduct other activities consistent 
with the foregoing purposes.’’. 
SEC. l05. MEMBERSHIP AND CHAPTERS. 

Section 300103 of title 36, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘, or as 
otherwise provided,’’ before ‘‘in the bylaws’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘board of governors’’ and 

inserting ‘‘corporation’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘policies and’’ before ‘‘reg-

ulations related’’; and 
(3) in subsection (b)(2)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘policies and’’ before ‘‘reg-

ulations shall require’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘national convention’’ and 

inserting ‘‘annual meeting’’. 
SEC. l06. BOARD OF GOVERNORS. 

Section 300104 of title 36, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘§ 300104. Board of governors 
‘‘(a) BOARD OF GOVERNORS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The board of governors is 

the governing body of the corporation with 
all powers of governing and directing, and of 
overseeing the management of the business 
and affairs of, the corporation. 

‘‘(2) NUMBER.—The board of governors shall 
fix by resolution, from time to time, the 
number of members constituting the entire 
board of governors, provided that— 

‘‘(A) as of March 31, 2009, and thereafter, 
there shall be no fewer than 12 and no more 
than 25 members; and 

‘‘(B) as of March 31, 2012, and thereafter, 
there shall be no fewer than 12 and no more 
than 20 members constituting the entire 
board. 
Procedures to implement the preceding sen-
tence shall be provided in the bylaws. 

‘‘(3) APPOINTMENT.—The governors shall be 
appointed or elected in the following man-
ner: 

‘‘(A) CHAIRMAN.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The board of governors, 

in accordance with procedures provided in 
the bylaws, shall recommend to the Presi-
dent an individual to serve as chairman of 
the board of governors. If such recommenda-
tion is approved by the President, the Presi-
dent shall appoint such individual to serve as 
chairman of the board of governors. 

‘‘(ii) VACANCIES.—Vacancies in the office of 
the chairman, including vacancies resulting 
from the resignation, death, or removal by 
the President of the chairman, shall be filled 
in the same manner described in clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) DUTIES.—The chairman shall be a 
member of the board of governors and, when 
present, shall preside at meetings of the 
board of governors and shall have such other 
duties and responsibilities as may be pro-
vided in the bylaws or a resolution of the 
board of governors. 

‘‘(B) OTHER MEMBERS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Members of the board of 

governors other than the chairman shall be 
elected at the annual meeting of the corpora-
tion in accordance with such procedures as 
may be provided in the bylaws. 

‘‘(ii) VACANCIES.—Vacancies in any such 
elected board position and in any newly cre-

ated board position may be filled by a vote of 
the remaining members of the board of gov-
ernors in accordance with such procedures as 
may be provided in the bylaws. 

‘‘(b) TERMS OF OFFICE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term of office of 

each member of the board of governors shall 
be 3 years, except that— 

‘‘(A) the board of governors may provide 
under the bylaws that the terms of office of 
members of the board of governors elected to 
the board of governors before March 31, 2012, 
may be less than 3 years in order to imple-
ment the provisions of subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of subsection (a)(2); and 

‘‘(B) any member of the board of governors 
elected by the board to fill a vacancy in a 
board position arising before the expiration 
of its term may, as determined by the board, 
serve for the remainder of that term or until 
the next annual meeting of the corporation. 

‘‘(2) STAGGERED TERMS.—The terms of of-
fice of members of the board of governors 
(other than the chairman) shall be staggered 
such that, by March 31, 2012, and thereafter, 
1⁄3 of the entire board (or as near to 1⁄3 as 
practicable) shall be elected at each succes-
sive annual meeting of the corporation with 
the term of office of each member of the 
board of governors elected at an annual 
meeting expiring at the third annual meet-
ing following the annual meeting at which 
such member was elected. 

‘‘(3) TERM LIMITS.—No person may serve as 
a member of the board of governors for more 
than such number of terms of office or years 
as may be provided in the bylaws. 

‘‘(c) COMMITTEES AND OFFICERS.—The 
board— 

‘‘(1) may appoint, from its own members, 
an executive committee to exercise such 
powers of the board when the board is not in 
session as may be provided in the bylaws; 

‘‘(2) may appoint such other committees or 
advisory councils with such powers as may 
be provided in the bylaws or a resolution of 
the board of governors; 

‘‘(3) shall appoint such officers of the cor-
poration, including a chief executive officer, 
with such duties, responsibilities, and terms 
of office as may be provided in the bylaws or 
a resolution of the board of governors; and 

‘‘(4) may remove members of the board of 
governors (other than the chairman), offi-
cers, and employees under such procedures 
as may be provided in the bylaws or a resolu-
tion of the board of governors. 

‘‘(d) ADVISORY COUNCIL.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall be an ad-

visory council to the board of governors. 
‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP; APPOINTMENT BY PRESI-

DENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The advisory council 

shall be composed of no fewer than 8 and no 
more than 10 members, each of whom shall 
be appointed by the President from principal 
officers of the executive departments and 
senior officers of the Armed Forces whose 
positions and interests qualify them to con-
tribute to carrying out the programs and 
purposes of the corporation. 

‘‘(B) MEMBERS FROM THE ARMED FORCES.— 
At least 1, but not more than 3, of the mem-
bers of the advisory council shall be selected 
from the Armed Forces. 

‘‘(3) DUTIES.—The advisory council shall 
advise, report directly to, and meet, at least 
1 time per year with the board of governors, 
and shall have such name, functions and be 
subject to such procedures as may be pro-
vided in the bylaws. 

‘‘(e) ACTION WITHOUT MEETING.—Any ac-
tion required or permitted to be taken at 
any meeting of the board of governors or of 
any committee thereof may be taken with-
out a meeting if all members of the board or 
committee, as the case may be, consent 
thereto in writing, or by electronic trans-

mission and the writing or writings or elec-
tronic transmission or transmissions are 
filed with the minutes of proceedings of the 
board or committee. Such filing shall be in 
paper form if the minutes are maintained in 
paper form and shall be in electronic form if 
the minutes are maintained in electronic 
form. 

‘‘(f) VOTING BY PROXY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Voting by proxy is not 

allowed at any meeting of the board, at the 
annual meeting, or at any meeting of a chap-
ter. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—The board may allow the 
election of governors by proxy during any 
emergency. 

‘‘(g) BYLAWS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The board of governors 

may— 
‘‘(A) at any time adopt bylaws; and 
‘‘(B) at any time adopt bylaws to be effec-

tive only in an emergency. 
‘‘(2) EMERGENCY BYLAWS.—Any bylaws 

adopted pursuant to paragraph (1)(B) may 
provide special procedures necessary for 
managing the corporation during the emer-
gency. All provisions of the regular bylaws 
consistent with the emergency bylaws re-
main effective during the emergency. 

‘‘(h) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) the term ‘entire board’ means the 
total number of members of the board of gov-
ernors that the corporation would have if 
there were no vacancies; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘emergency’ shall have such 
meaning as may be provided in the bylaws.’’. 
SEC. l07. POWERS. 

Paragraph (a)(1) of section 300105 of title 
36, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘bylaws’’ and inserting ‘‘policies’’. 
SEC. l08. ANNUAL MEETING. 

Section 300107 of title 36, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 300107. Annual meeting 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The annual meeting of 
the corporation is the annual meeting of del-
egates of the chapters. 

‘‘(b) TIME OF MEETING.—The annual meet-
ing shall be held as determined by the board 
of governors. 

‘‘(c) PLACE OF MEETING.—The board of gov-
ernors is authorized to determine that the 
annual meeting shall not be held at any 
place, but may instead be held solely by 
means of remote communication subject to 
such procedures as are provided in the by-
laws. 

‘‘(d) VOTING.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In matters requiring a 

vote at the annual meeting, each chapter is 
entitled to at least 1 vote, and voting on all 
matters may be conducted by mail, tele-
phone, telegram, cablegram, electronic mail, 
or any other means of electronic or tele-
phone transmission, provided that the person 
voting shall state, or submit information 
from which it can be determined, that the 
method of voting chosen was authorized by 
such person. 

‘‘(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF NUMBER OF VOTES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The board of governors 

shall determine on an equitable basis the 
number of votes that each chapter is entitled 
to cast, taking into consideration the size of 
the membership of the chapters, the popu-
lations served by the chapters, and such 
other factors as may be determined by the 
board. 

‘‘(B) PERIODIC REVIEW.—The board of gov-
ernors shall review the allocation of votes at 
least every 5 years.’’. 
SEC. l09. ENDOWMENT FUND. 

Section 300109 of title 36, United States 
Code is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘nine’’ from the first sen-
tence thereof; and 
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(2) by striking the second sentence and in-

serting the following: ‘‘The corporation shall 
prescribe policies and regulations on terms 
and tenure of office, accountability, and ex-
penses of the board of trustees.’’. 
SEC. l10. ANNUAL REPORT AND AUDIT. 

Subsection (a) of section 300110 of title 36, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(a) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—As soon as 
practicable after the end of the corporation’s 
fiscal year, which may be changed from time 
to time by the board of governors, the cor-
poration shall submit a report to the Sec-
retary of Defense on the activities of the cor-
poration during such fiscal year, including a 
complete, itemized report of all receipts and 
expenditures.’’. 
SEC. l11. COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 

UNITED STATES AND OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 3001 of title 36, 
United States Code, is amended by redesig-
nating section 300111 as section 300113 and by 
inserting after section 300110 the following 
new sections: 
‘‘§ 300111. Authority of the Comptroller Gen-

eral of the United States 
‘‘The Comptroller General of the United 

States is authorized to review the corpora-
tion’s involvement in any Federal program 
or activity the Government carries out 
under law. 
‘‘§ 300112. Office of the Ombudsman 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The corporation 
shall establish an Office of the Ombudsman 
with such duties and responsibilities as may 
be provided in the bylaws or a resolution of 
the board of governors. 

‘‘(b) REPORT.—The Office of the Ombuds-
man shall submit a report annually to Con-
gress concerning any trends and systemic 
matters that the Office of the Ombudsman 
has identified as confronting the corpora-
tion.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 3001 of title 36, United 
States Code, is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 300111 and inserting the 
following: 
‘‘300111. Authority of the Comptroller Gen-

eral of the United States. 
‘‘300112. Office of the Ombudsman. 
‘‘300113. Reservation of right to amend or re-

peal.’’. 

SA 294. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

After title XV, add the following: 
TITLE XVI—TERMINATION OF FORCE AND 

EFFECT OF THE ACT 
SEC. 1601. TERMINATION OF FORCE AND EFFECT 

OF THE ACT. 
The provisions of this Act (including the 

amendments made by this Act) shall cease to 
have any force or effect on and after Decem-
ber 31, 2012. 

SA 295. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-

plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XV, add the following: 
SEC. llll. FEDERAL SHARE FOR ASSISTANCE 

RELATING TO HURRICANE KATRINA 
OF 2005 OR HURRICANE RITA OF 
2005. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Federal share of 
any assistance provided under section 406 of 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5172) 
because of Hurricane Katrina of 2005 or Hur-
ricane Rita of 2005 shall be 100 percent. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
apply to any assistance provided under sec-
tion 406 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5172) on or after August 28, 2005. 

SA 296. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. VITTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XV, add the following: 
SEC. llll. CANCELLATION OF LOANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(a) of the Com-
munity Disaster Loan Act of 2005 (Public 
Law 109–88; 119 Stat. 2061) is amended by 
striking ‘‘Provided further, That notwith-
standing section 417(c)(1) of the Stafford Act, 
such loans may not be canceled:’’. 

(b) DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PRO-
GRAM ACCOUNT.—Chapter 4 of title II of the 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, 
and Hurricane Recovery, 2006 (Public Law 
109–234; 120 Stat. 471) is amended under the 
heading ‘‘DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT’’ under the heading ‘‘FED-
ERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY’’ 
under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY’’, by striking ‘‘Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding section 
417(c)(1) of such Act, such loans may not be 
canceled:’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective on the 
date of enactment of the Community Dis-
aster Loan Act of 2005 (Public Law 109–88; 119 
Stat. 2061). 

SA 297. Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, and Ms. SNOWE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ———. TSA ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT 

POLICY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 114 of title 49, 

United States Code, is amended by striking 

subsection (o) and redesignating subsections 
(p) through (t) as subsections (o) through (s), 
respectively. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

SA 298. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. BIDEN) 
proposed to amendment to amendment 
SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for him-
self, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) 
to the bill S. 4, to make the United 
States more secure by implementing 
unfinished recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission to fight the war on terror 
more effectively, to improve homeland 
security, and for other purposes: 

On page 377 insert after line 22, and renum-
ber accordingly: 

TITLE XV—STRENGTHENING THE 
SECURITY OF CARGO CONTAINERS 

SEC. lll. DEADLINE FOR SCANNING ALL 
CARGO CONTAINERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The SAFE Port Act (Pub-
lic Law 109–347) is amended by inserting after 
section 232 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 232A. SCANNING ALL CARGO CONTAINERS. 

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ENTRY OF 
CONTAINERS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A container may enter 
the United States, either directly or via a 
foreign port, only if— 

‘‘(A) the container is scanned with equip-
ment that meets the standards established 
pursuant to sec. 121(f) and a copy of the scan 
is provided to the Secretary; and 

‘‘(B) the container is secured with a seal 
that meets the standards established pursu-
ant to sec. 204, before the container is loaded 
on a vessel for shipment to the United 
States. 

‘‘(2) STANDARDS FOR SCANNING EQUIPMENT 
AND SEALS.— 

‘‘(A) SCANNING EQUIPMENT.—The Secretary 
shall establish standards for scanning equip-
ment required to be used under paragraph 
(1)(A) to ensure that such equipment uses 
the best-available technology, including 
technology to scan a container for radiation 
and density and, if appropriate, for atomic 
elements. 

‘‘(B) SEALS.—The Secretary shall establish 
standards for seals required to be used under 
paragraph (1)(B) to ensure that such seals 
use the best-available technology, including 
technology to detect any breach into a con-
tainer and identify the time of such breach. 

‘‘(C) REVIEW AND REVISION.—The Secretary 
shall— 

‘‘(i) review and, if necessary, revise the 
standards established pursuant to subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) not less than once every 
2 years; and 

‘‘(ii) ensure that any such revised stand-
ards require the use of technology, as soon as 
such technology becomes available— 

‘‘(I) to identify the place of a breach into a 
container; 

‘‘(II) to notify the Secretary of such breach 
before the container enters the Exclusive 
Economic Zone of the United States; and 

‘‘(III) to track the time and location of the 
container during transit to the United 
States, including by truck, rail, or vessel. 

‘‘(D) DEFINITION.—In subparagraph (C), the 
term ‘Exclusive Economic Zone of the 
United States’ has the meaning provided 
such term in section 107 of title 46, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(b) REGULATIONS; APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(1) REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) INTERIM FINAL RULE.—Consistent with 

the results of and lessons derived from the 
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pilot system implemented under section 231, 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
issue an interim final rule as a temporary 
regulation to implement subsection (a) of 
this section, not later than 180 days after the 
date of the submission of the report under 
section 231, without regard to the provisions 
of chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code. 

‘‘(B) FINAL RULE.—The Secretary shall 
issue a final rule as a permanent regulation 
to implement subsection (a) not later than 1 
year after the date of the submission of the 
report under section 231, in accordance with 
the provisions of chapter 5 of title 5, United 
States Code. The final rule issued pursuant 
to that rulemaking may supersede the in-
terim final rule issued pursuant to subpara-
graph (A). 

‘‘(2) PHASED-IN APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of 

subsection (a) apply with respect to any con-
tainer entering the United States, either di-
rectly or via a foreign port, beginning on— 

‘‘(i) the end of the 3-year period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of the Improv-
ing America’s Security Act of 2007, in the 
case of a container loaded on a vessel des-
tined for the United States in a country in 
which more than 75,000 twenty-foot equiva-
lent units of containers were loaded on ves-
sels for shipping to the United States in 2005; 
and 

‘‘(ii) the end of the 5-year period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of the Improv-
ing America’s Security Act of 2007, in the 
case of a container loaded on a vessel des-
tined for the United States in any other 
country. 

‘‘(B) EXTENSION.—The Secretary may ex-
tend by up to 1 year the period under clause 
(i) or (ii) of subparagraph (A) for containers 
loaded in a port, if the Secretary— 

‘‘(i) finds that the scanning equipment re-
quired under subsection (a) is not available 
for purchase and installation in the port; and 

‘‘(ii) at least 60 days prior to issuing such 
extension, transmits such finding to the ap-
propriate congressional committees. 

‘‘(c) INTERNATIONAL CARGO SECURITY 
STANDARDS.—The Secretary, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, is encouraged to 
promote and establish international stand-
ards for the security of containers moving 
through the international supply chain with 
foreign governments and international orga-
nizations, including the International Mari-
time Organization and the World Customs 
Organization. 

‘‘(d) INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND OTHER OB-
LIGATIONS.—In carrying out subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall consult with appropriate 
Federal departments and agencies and pri-
vate sector stakeholders to ensure that ac-
tions under such section do not violate inter-
national trade obligations or other inter-
national obligations of the United States. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 2008 
through 2013.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for the SAFE Port Act (Public Law 
109–347) is amended by inserting after the 
item related to section 232 the following: 
‘‘Sec. 232A. Deadline for scanning all cargo 

containers.’’. 

SA 299. Mr. STEVENS (for himself, 
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. SMITH, and Ms. SNOWE) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-

ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of the amendment, insert the 
following: 

TITLE XIV—911 MODERNIZATION 
SEC. 1401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘911 Mod-
ernization Act’’. 
SEC. 1402. FUNDING FOR PROGRAM. 

Section 3011 of Public Law 109–171 (47 
U.S.C. 309 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The’’ and inserting: 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) CREDIT.—The Assistant Secretary may 

borrow from the Treasury, upon enactment 
of this provision, such sums as necessary, 
but not to exceed $43,500,000 to implement 
this section. The Assistant Secretary shall 
reimburse the Treasury, without interest, as 
funds are deposited into the Digital Tele-
vision Transition and Public Safety Fund.’’. 
SEC. 1403. NTIA COORDINATION OF E–911 IMPLE-

MENTATION. 
Section 158(b)(4) of the National Tele-

communications and Information Adminis-
tration Organization Act (47 U.S.C. 942(b)(4)) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: ‘‘Within 180 days after the date of 
enactment of the 911 Modernization Act, the 
Assistant Secretary and the Administrator 
shall jointly issue regulations updating the 
criteria to provide priority for public safety 
answering points not capable, as of the date 
of enactment of that Act, of receiving 911 
calls.’’. 

SA 300. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. JUDICIAL REVIEW OF VISA REVOCA-

TION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 221(i) of the Im-

migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1201(i)) is amended by striking ‘‘There shall 
be no means of judicial review’’ and all that 
follows and inserting the following: ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, in-
cluding section 2241 of title 28, United States 
Code, or any other habeas corpus provision, 
and sections 1361 and 1651 of such title, a rev-
ocation under this subsection may not be re-
viewed by any court, and no court shall have 
jurisdiction to hear any claim arising from, 
or any challenge to, such a revocation.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act and 
shall apply to visas issued before, on, or after 
such date. 

SA 301. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 

the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 106, between the matter preceding 
line 7 and line 7, insert the following: 

SEC. 204. COMPLIANCE WITH THE IMPROPER 
PAYMENTS INFORMATION ACT OF 
2002. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the 
term— 

(1) ‘‘appropriate committees’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 

and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and 
(B) the Committee on Oversight and Gov-

ernment Reform of the House of Representa-
tives; and 

(2) ‘‘improper payment’’ has the meaning 
given that term under section 2(d)(2) of the 
Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 
(31 U.S.C. 3321 note). 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR COMPLIANCE CERTIFI-
CATION AND REPORT.—A grant recipient of 
funds received under any grant program ad-
ministered by the Department may not ex-
pend such funds, until the Secretary submits 
a report to the appropriate committees 
that— 

(1) contains a certification that the De-
partment has for each program and activity 
of the Department— 

(A) performed and completed a risk assess-
ment to determine programs and activities 
that are at significant risk of making im-
proper payments; and 

(B) estimated the total number of improper 
payments for each program and activity de-
termined to be at significant risk of making 
improper payments; and 

(2) describes the actions to be taken to re-
duce improper payments for the programs 
and activities determined to be at signifi-
cant risk of making improper payments. 

SA 302. Mr. LAUTENBERG sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ———. EMPLOYEE RETENTION INTERNSHIP 
PROGRAM. 

The Assistant Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity (Transportation Security Administra-
tion), shall establish a pilot program at a 
small hub airport, a medium hub airport, 
and a large hub airport (as those terms are 
defined in paragraphs (42), (31), and (29), re-
spectively, of section 40102 of title 49, United 
States Code) for training students to perform 
screening of passengers and property under 
section 44901 of title 49, United States Code. 
The program shall be an internship for pre- 
employment training of final-year students 
from public and private secondary schools 
located in nearby communities. Under the 
program, participants shall be— 

(1) compensated for training and services 
time while participating in the program: and 

(2) required to agree, as a condition of par-
ticipation in the program, to accept employ-
ment as a screener upon successful comple-
tion of the internship and upon graduation 
from the secondary school. 
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SA 303. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 

Mr. COLEMAN, and Mr. KYL) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XV, add the following: 
SEC. 15ll. IMPROVEMENTS TO THE TERRORIST 

HOAX STATUTE. 
(a) HOAX STATUTE.—Section 1038 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), after ‘‘title 49,’’ insert 

‘‘or any other offense listed under section 
2332b(g)(5)(B) of this title,’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘5 

years’’ and inserting ‘‘10 years’’; and 
(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘20 

years’’ and inserting ‘‘25 years’’; and 
(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(b) CIVIL ACTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whoever engages in any 

conduct with intent to convey false or mis-
leading information under circumstances 
where such information may reasonably be 
believed and where such information indi-
cates that an activity has taken, is taking, 
or will take place that would constitute an 
offense listed under subsection (a)(1) is liable 
in a civil action to any party incurring ex-
penses incident to any emergency or inves-
tigative response to that conduct, for those 
expenses. 

‘‘(2) EFFECT OF CONDUCT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A person described in 

subparagraph (B) is liable in a civil action to 
any party described in subparagraph (B)(ii) 
for any expenses that are incurred by that 
party— 

‘‘(i) incident to any emergency or inves-
tigative response to any conduct described in 
subparagraph (B)(i); and 

‘‘(ii) after the person that engaged in that 
conduct should have informed that party of 
the actual nature of the activity. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABILITY.—A person described in 
this subparagraph is any person that— 

‘‘(i) engages in any conduct that has the ef-
fect of conveying false or misleading infor-
mation under circumstances where such in-
formation may reasonably be believed and 
where such information indicates that an ac-
tivity has taken, is taking, or will take place 
that would constitute an offense listed under 
subsection (a)(1); 

‘‘(ii) receives notice that another party be-
lieves that the information indicates that 
such an activity has taken, is taking, or will 
take place; and 

‘‘(iii) after receiving such notice, fails to 
promptly and reasonably inform any party 
described in subparagraph (B) of the actual 
nature of the activity.’’. 

(b) THREATENING COMMUNICATIONS.— 
(1) MAILED WITHIN THE UNITED STATES.— 

Section 876 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘addressed to any other person’ includes an 
individual (other than the sender), a corpora-
tion or other legal person, and a government 
or agency or component thereof.’’. 

(2) MAILED TO A FOREIGN COUNTRY.—Section 
877 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘For purposes of this section, the term ‘ad-
dressed to any person’ includes an indi-
vidual, a corporation or other legal person, 
and a government or agency or component 
thereof.’’. 

SA 304. Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COBURN, 
and Mr. ISAKSON) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 281 submitted by Mr. 
BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. DOMEN-
ICI) to the amendment SA 275 proposed 
by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, 
to make the United States more secure 
by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 8, strike lines 8 through 13 and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. ll. LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY OF 

STATES AND POLITICAL SUBDIVI-
SIONS OF STATES. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, law enforcement per-
sonnel of a State, or a political subdivision 
of a State, have the inherent authority of a 
sovereign entity to investigate, apprehend, 
arrest, detain, or transfer to Federal custody 
(including the transportation across State 
lines to detention centers) an alien for the 
purpose of assisting in the enforcement of 
the immigration laws of the United States in 
the normal course of carrying out the law 
enforcement duties of such personnel. This 
State authority has never been displaced or 
preempted by a Federal law. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to require law enforce-
ment personnel of a State or a political sub-
division to assist in the enforcement of the 
immigration laws of the United States. 
SEC. ll. LISTING OF IMMIGRATION VIOLATORS 

IN THE NATIONAL CRIME INFORMA-
TION CENTER DATABASE. 

(a) PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO THE NA-
TIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security shall pro-
vide to the head of the National Crime Infor-
mation Center of the Department of Justice 
the information that the Secretary has or 
maintains related to any alien— 

(A) against whom a final order of removal 
has been issued; 

(B) who enters into a voluntary departure 
agreement, or is granted voluntary depar-
ture by an immigration judge, whose period 
for departure has expired under subsection 
(a)(2) of section 240B of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1229c), subsection 
(b)(2) of such section 240B, or who has vio-
lated a condition of a voluntary departure 
agreement under such section 240B; 

(C) whom a Federal immigration officer 
has confirmed to be unlawfully present in 
the United States; or 

(D) whose visa has been revoked. 
(2) REMOVAL OF INFORMATION.—The head of 

the National Crime Information Center 
should promptly remove any information 
provided by the Secretary under paragraph 
(1) related to an alien who is granted lawful 
authority to enter or remain legally in the 
United States. 

(3) PROCEDURE FOR REMOVAL OF ERRONEOUS 
INFORMATION.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the head of the National Crime In-
formation Center of the Department of Jus-
tice, shall develop and implement a proce-

dure by which an alien may petition the Sec-
retary or head of the National Crime Infor-
mation Center, as appropriate, to remove 
any erroneous information provided by the 
Secretary under paragraph (1) related to 
such alien. Under such procedures, failure by 
the alien to receive notice of a violation of 
the immigration laws shall not constitute 
cause for removing information provided by 
the Secretary under paragraph (1) related to 
such alien, unless such information is erro-
neous. Notwithstanding the 180-day time pe-
riod set forth in paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall not provide the information required 
under paragraph (1) until the procedures re-
quired by this paragraph are developed and 
implemented. 

(b) INCLUSION OF INFORMATION IN THE NA-
TIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER DATA-
BASE.—Section 534(a) of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (5); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) acquire, collect, classify, and preserve 
records of violations of the immigration laws 
of the United States; and’’. 

SA 305. Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COBURN, 
and Mr. ISAKSON) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. LAW ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY OF 

STATES AND POLITICAL SUBDIVI-
SIONS OF STATES. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, law enforcement per-
sonnel of a State, or a political subdivision 
of a State, have the inherent authority of a 
sovereign entity to investigate, apprehend, 
arrest, or detain an alien for the purpose of 
assisting in the enforcement of the immigra-
tion laws of the United States in the normal 
course of carrying out the law enforcement 
duties of such personnel. This State author-
ity has never been displaced or preempted by 
a Federal law. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to require law enforce-
ment personnel of a State or a political sub-
division to assist in the enforcement of the 
immigration laws of the United States. 
SEC. ll. LISTING OF IMMIGRATION VIOLATORS 

IN THE NATIONAL CRIME INFORMA-
TION CENTER DATABASE. 

(a) PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO THE NA-
TIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security shall pro-
vide to the head of the National Crime Infor-
mation Center of the Department of Justice 
the information that the Secretary has or 
maintains related to any alien— 

(A) against whom a final order of removal 
has been issued; 

(B) who enters into a voluntary departure 
agreement, or is granted voluntary depar-
ture by an immigration judge, whose period 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2524 March 1, 2007 
for departure has expired under subsection 
(a)(2) of section 240B of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1229c), subsection 
(b)(2) of such section 240B, or who has vio-
lated a condition of a voluntary departure 
agreement under such section 240B; 

(C) whom a Federal immigration officer 
has confirmed to be unlawfully present in 
the United States; or 

(D) whose visa has been revoked. 
(2) REMOVAL OF INFORMATION.—The head of 

the National Crime Information Center 
should promptly remove any information 
provided by the Secretary under paragraph 
(1) related to an alien who is granted lawful 
authority to enter or remain legally in the 
United States. 

(3) PROCEDURE FOR REMOVAL OF ERRONEOUS 
INFORMATION.—The Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the head of the National Crime In-
formation Center of the Department of Jus-
tice, shall develop and implement a proce-
dure by which an alien may petition the Sec-
retary or head of the National Crime Infor-
mation Center, as appropriate, to remove 
any erroneous information provided by the 
Secretary under paragraph (1) related to 
such alien. Under such procedures, failure by 
the alien to receive notice of a violation of 
the immigration laws shall not constitute 
cause for removing information provided by 
the Secretary under paragraph (1) related to 
such alien, unless such information is erro-
neous. Notwithstanding the 180-day time pe-
riod set forth in paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall not provide the information required 
under paragraph (1) until the procedures re-
quired by this paragraph are developed and 
implemented. 

(b) INCLUSION OF INFORMATION IN THE NA-
TIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER DATA-
BASE.—Section 534(a) of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (5); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) acquire, collect, classify, and preserve 
records of violations of the immigration laws 
of the United States; and’’. 

SA 306. Mr. BIDEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 361, after line 20, add the fol-
lowing: 

Subtitle D—Transport of High Hazard 
Materials 

SEC. 1391. REGULATIONS FOR TRANSPORT OF 
HIGH HAZARD MATERIALS. 

(a) DEFINITION OF HIGH THREAT CORRIDOR.— 
In this section, the term ‘‘high threat cor-
ridor’’ means a geographic area that has 
been designated by the Secretary as particu-
larly vulnerable to damage from the release 
of high hazard materials, including— 

(1) areas important to national security; 
(2) areas that terrorists may be particu-

larly likely to attack; or 
(3) any other area designated by the Sec-

retary as vulnerable to damage from the 
shipment or storage of high hazard mate-
rials. 

(b) PURPOSES OF REGULATIONS.—The regu-
lations issued under this section shall estab-

lish a national, risk-based policy for high 
hazard materials being transported or 
stored. To the extent the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate, the regulations issued 
under this section shall be consistent with 
other Federal, State, and local regulations 
and international agreements relating to 
shipping or storing high hazard materials. 

(c) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall issue regula-
tions, after notice and opportunity for public 
comment, concerning the shipment and stor-
age of high hazard materials. To the extent 
the Secretary determines appropriate, the 
regulations issued under this section shall be 
consistent with other Federal, State, and 
local regulations related to shipping and 
storing high hazard materials. 

(d) REQUIREMENTS.—The regulations issued 
under this section shall— 

(1) except as provided in subsection (e), 
provide that any rail shipment containing 
high hazard materials be rerouted around 
any high threat corridor; 

(2) establish protocols for owners and oper-
ators of railroads that ship high hazard ma-
terials regarding notifying all governors, 
mayors, and other designated officials and 
local emergency response providers in a high 
threat corridor of the quantity and type of 
high hazard materials that are transported 
by rail through the high threat corridor; 

(3) establish protocols for the coordination 
of Federal, State, and local law enforcement 
authorities in creating a plan to respond to 
a terrorist attack, sabotage, or accident in-
volving a shipments of high hazard materials 
that causes the release of such materials; 
and 

(4) establish standards for the Secretary to 
grant exceptions to the rerouting require-
ment under paragraph (1). 

(e) TRANSPORTATION AND STORAGE OF HIGH 
HAZARD MATERIALS THROUGH HIGH THREAT 
CORRIDOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The standards for the Sec-
retary to grant exceptions under subsection 
(d)(4) shall require a special finding by the 
Secretary that— 

(A) the shipment originates or the point of 
destination is in the high threat corridor; 

(B) there is no practicable alternative 
route; 

(C) there is an unanticipated, temporary 
emergency that threatens the lives of per-
sons or property in the high threat corridor; 

(D) there would be no harm to persons or 
property beyond the owners or operator of 
the railroad in the event of a successful ter-
rorist attack on the shipment; or 

(E) rerouting would increase the likelihood 
of a terrorist attack on the shipment. 

(2) PRACTICAL ALTERNATE ROUTES.—Wheth-
er a shipper must use an interchange agree-
ment or otherwise use a system of tracks or 
facilities owned by another operator shall 
not be considered by the Secretary in deter-
mining whether there is a practical alternate 
route under paragraph (1). 

(3) GRANT OF EXCEPTION.—If the Secretary 
grants an exception under subsection (d)(4)— 

(A) the high hazard material may not be 
stored in the high threat corridor, including 
under a leased track or rail siding agree-
ment; and 

(B) the Secretary shall notify Federal, 
State, and local law enforcement and first 
responder agencies (including, if applicable, 
transit, railroad, or port authority agencies) 
within the high threat corridor. 

SA 307. Mr. KERRY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 

the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 305, strike lines 8 through 15 and 
insert the following: 

(v) technology that allows the installation 
by a motor carrier of concealed electronic 
devices on commercial motor vehicles that 
can be activated by law enforcement au-
thorities and alert emergency response re-
sources to locate and recover high hazard 
materials in the event of loss or theft of such 
materials and consider the addition of this 
type of technology to the required commu-
nications technology attributes under para-
graph (1). 

SA 308. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 4, to make the United 
States more secure by implementing 
unfinished recommendations of the 9/11 
Commission to fight the war on terror 
more effectively, to improve homeland 
security, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. PROLIFERATION SECURITY INITIATIVE. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress, consistent with the 9/11 Commis-
sion’s recommendations, that the President 
should strive to expand and strengthen the 
Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) an-
nounced by the President on May 31, 2003, 
with a particular emphasis on the following 
principles: 

(1) The responsibility for ensuring the na-
tional security of the United States rests ex-
clusively with the Government of the United 
States and should not be delegated in whole 
or in part to any international organization, 
agency, or tribunal or to the government of 
any other country. 

(2) The freedom of the Government of the 
United States to act as it deems appropriate 
to ensure the security of the American peo-
ple should not be limited by, or made de-
pendent upon, the action or inaction of any 
international organization, agency, or tri-
bunal or by the government of any other 
country. 

(3) The Constitution of the United States is 
the supreme law of the land and cannot be 
subordinated to, or superseded by, the deci-
sions, rulings, or other acts of any inter-
national organization, agency, or tribunal or 
by the government of any other country. 

(4) In carrying out its responsibility for en-
suring the national security of the United 
States, the Government of the United States 
has sought and should continue to seek the 
cooperation and support of international or-
ganizations, agencies, and tribunals, includ-
ing the United Nations and its affiliated or-
ganizations and agencies, as well as the gov-
ernments of other countries, but no decision 
or act taken by the Government of the 
United States regarding its responsibility to 
provide for the common defense, promote the 
general welfare, and secure the liberty of the 
American people should be deemed to require 
authorization, permission, or approval by 
any international organization, agency, or 
tribunal or by the government of any other 
country. 

(5) The United Nations Security Council 
should not be asked to authorize the PSI 
under international law, and in order for the 
United Nations to be helpful in combating 
terrorism and proliferation, it should first— 
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(A) establish a comprehensive definition of 

terrorism that condemns all acts by individ-
uals, resistance movements or other irreg-
ular military groups, or nations intended to 
cause death or serious injury to civilians or 
non-combatants with the purpose of intimi-
dating a population or compelling a govern-
ment to do or abstain from doing any act; 

(B) fulfill the September 2005 commitment 
of the Summit of World Leaders to establish 
a comprehensive convention against ter-
rorism; 

(C) have the United Nations Counter-Ter-
rorism Committee establish a list of individ-
uals, organizations, and states that commit 
terrorist acts or support terrorist groups and 
activities; 

(D) prohibit states under sanction for 
human rights abuses or terrorism by the 
United Nations Security Council from run-
ning for seats on or chairing any United Na-
tions body, such as the Human Rights Coun-
cil or the United Nations Disarmament Com-
mission; 

(E) prohibit member states in violation of 
Chapter 7 of the United Nations Charter and 
seen as a threat to international security 
and peace from sitting as non-permanent 
members of the United Nations Security 
Council; and 

(F) prohibit giving United Nations creden-
tials to nongovernmental organizations that 
promote or condone terrorism or terrorist 
groups. 

(6) Formalizing the PSI into a multilateral 
regime would severely hamper PSI’s flexi-
bility and ability to adapt to changing condi-
tions. 

(b) STRENGTHENING THE PROLIFERATION SE-
CURITY INITIATIVE.—The President is not au-
thorized to— 

(1) seek to subject the Proliferation Secu-
rity Initiative to any authority, oversight, 
or resolution of the United Nations Security 
Council, international law, an international 
organization, agency, or tribunal, or the gov-
ernment of any country not participating in 
the Proliferation Security Initiative; or 

(2) formalize the Proliferation Security 
Initiative into a multilateral regime. 

SA 309. Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KYL, and Mr. CORNYN) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 389, after line 13, insert the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE XVI—MONEY LAUNDERING AND 
TERRORIST FINANCING 

SEC. 1601. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 

as the ‘‘Combating Money Laundering and 
Terrorist Financing Act of 2007’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this title is as follows: 

TITLE XVI—MONEY LAUNDERING AND 
TERRORIST FINANCING 

Sec. 1601. Short title; table of contents. 
Subtitle A—Money Laundering 

Sec. 1610. Specified unlawful activity. 
Sec. 1611. Making the domestic money laun-

dering statute apply to ‘‘reverse 
money laundering’’ and inter-
state transportation. 

Sec. 1612. Procedure for issuing subpoenas in 
money laundering cases. 

Sec. 1613. Transportation or transhipment of 
blank checks in bearer form. 

Sec. 1614. Bulk cash smuggling. 
Sec. 1615. Violations involving commingled 

funds and structured trans-
actions. 

Sec. 1616. Charging money laundering as a 
course of conduct. 

Sec. 1617. Illegal money transmitting busi-
nesses. 

Sec. 1618. Knowledge that the property is 
the proceeds of a specific fel-
ony. 

Sec. 1619. Extraterritorial jurisdiction. 
Sec. 1620. Conduct in aid of counterfeiting. 
Sec. 1621. Use of proceeds derived from 

criminal investigations. 
Subtitle B—Technical Amendments 

Sec. 1631. Technical amendments to sections 
1956 and 1957 of title 18. 

Subtitle A—Money Laundering 
SEC. 1610. SPECIFIED UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY. 

Section 1956(c)(7) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(7) the term ‘specified unlawful activity’ 
means— 

‘‘(A) any act or activity constituting an of-
fense in violation of the laws of the United 
States or any State punishable by imprison-
ment for a term exceeding 1 year; and 

‘‘(B) any act or activity occurring outside 
of the United States that would constitute 
an offense covered under subparagraph (A) if 
the act or activity had occurred within the 
jurisdiction of the United States or any 
State;’’. 
SEC. 1611. MAKING THE DOMESTIC MONEY LAUN-

DERING STATUTE APPLY TO ‘‘RE-
VERSE MONEY LAUNDERING’’ AND 
INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1957 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘or in sup-
port of criminal activity’’ after ‘‘specified un-
lawful activity’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Who-
ever’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(1) Whoever’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Whoever— 
‘‘(A) in any of the circumstances set forth 

in subsection (d)— 
‘‘(i) conducts or attempts to conduct a 

monetary transaction involving property of 
a value that is greater than $10,000; or 

‘‘(ii) transports, attempts to transport, or 
conspires to transport property of a value 
that is greater than $10,000; 

‘‘(B) in or affecting interstate commerce; 
and 

‘‘(C) either— 
‘‘(i) knowing that the property was derived 

from some form of unlawful activity; or 
‘‘(ii) with the intent to promote the car-

rying on of specified unlawful activity; 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned for 
a term of years not to exceed the statutory 
maximum for the unlawful activity from 
which the property was derived or the unlaw-
ful activity being promoted, or both.’’. 

(b) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The item relating 
to section 1957 in the table of sections for 
chapter 95 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘1957. Engaging in monetary transactions in 

property derived from specified 
unlawful activity or in support 
of criminal activity.’’. 

SEC. 1612. PROCEDURE FOR ISSUING SUBPOENAS 
IN MONEY LAUNDERING CASES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 986 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(e) PROCEDURE FOR ISSUING SUBPOENAS.— 
The Attorney General, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, or the Secretary of Homeland Se-

curity may issue a subpoena in any inves-
tigation of a violation of sections 1956, 1957 
or 1960, or sections 5316, 5324, 5331 or 5332 of 
title 31, United States Code, in the manner 
set forth under section 3486.’’. 

(b) GRAND JURY AND TRIAL SUBPOENAS.— 
Section 5318(k)(3)(A)(i) of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘related to such cor-
respondent account’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘or the Attorney General’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, the Attorney General, or the 
Secretary of Homeland Security’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) GRAND JURY OR TRIAL SUBPOENA.—In 

addition to a subpoena issued by the Attor-
ney General, Secretary of the Treasury, or 
the Secretary of Homeland Security under 
clause (i), a subpoena under clause (i) in-
cludes a grand jury or trial subpoena re-
quested by the Government.’’. 

(c) FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT AMEND-
MENT.—Section 604(a)(1) of the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681b(a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’; and 
(2) by inserting before the period the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, or an investigative subpoena 
issued under section 5318 of title 31, United 
States Code’’. 

(d) OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE.—Section 
1510(b) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘or an 
investigative subpoena issued under section 
5318 of title 31, United States Code’’ after 
‘‘grand jury subpoena’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3)(B), by inserting ‘‘, an 
investigative subpoena issued under section 
5318 of title 31, United States Code,’’ after 
‘‘grand jury subpoena’’. 

(e) RIGHT TO FINANCIAL PRIVACY ACT.—Sec-
tion 1120 of the Right to Financial Privacy 
Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3420) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting ‘‘or to 
the Government’’ after ‘‘to the grand jury’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘, or 
an investigative subpoena issued pursuant to 
section 5318 of title 31, United States Code,’’ 
after ‘‘grand jury subpoena’’. 
SEC. 1613. TRANSPORTATION OR TRANSHIPMENT 

OF BLANK CHECKS IN BEARER 
FORM. 

Section 5316 of title 31, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(e) MONETARY INSTRUMENTS WITH AMOUNT 
LEFT BLANK.—For purposes of this section, a 
monetary instrument in bearer form that 
has the amount left blank, such that the 
amount could be filled in by the bearer, shall 
be considered to have a value equal to the 
highest value of the funds in the account on 
which the monetary instrument is drawn 
during the time period the monetary instru-
ment was being transported or the time pe-
riod it was negotiated or was intended to be 
negotiated.’’. 
SEC. 1614. BULK CASH SMUGGLING. 

Section 5332 of title 31, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘5 
years’’ and inserting ‘‘10 years’’; and 

(2) by adding the end the following: 
‘‘(d) INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY.—Violations 

of this section may be investigated by the 
Attorney General, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, and the Postal Service.’’. 
SEC. 1615. VIOLATIONS INVOLVING COMMINGLED 

FUNDS AND STRUCTURED TRANS-
ACTIONS. 

Section 1957(f) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 
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(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 

and inserting a semicolon; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) the term ‘monetary transaction in 

criminally derived property that is of a value 
greater than $10,000’ includes— 

‘‘(A) a monetary transaction involving the 
transfer, withdrawal, encumbrance or other 
disposition of more than $10,000 from a bank 
account in which more than $10,000 in pro-
ceeds of specified unlawful activity have 
been commingled with other funds; 

‘‘(B) a series of monetary transactions in 
amounts under $10,000 that exceed $10,000 in 
the aggregate and that are closely related to 
each other in terms of such factors as time, 
the identity of the parties involved, the na-
ture and purpose of the transactions, and the 
manner in which they are conducted; and 

‘‘(C) any financial transaction covered 
under section 1956(j) that involves more than 
$10,000 in proceeds of specified unlawful ac-
tivity; and 

‘‘(5) the term ‘monetary transaction in-
volving property of a value that is greater 
than $10,000’ includes a series of monetary 
transactions in amounts under $10,000 that 
exceed $10,000 in the aggregate and that are 
closely related to each other in terms of such 
factors as time, the identity of the parties 
involved, the nature and purpose of the 
transactions, and the manner in which they 
are conducted.’’. 
SEC. 1616. CHARGING MONEY LAUNDERING AS A 

COURSE OF CONDUCT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1956 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(j) MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS.—Multiple viola-
tions of this section that are part of the 
same scheme or continuing course of conduct 
may be charged, at the election of the Gov-
ernment, in a single count in an indictment 
or information.’’. 

(b) CONSPIRACIES.—Section 1956(h) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or section 1957’’ and inserting ‘‘, section 
1957, or section 1960’’. 
SEC. 1617. ILLEGAL MONEY TRANSMITTING BUSI-

NESSES. 
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1960 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(A) in the heading by striking ‘‘unli-

censed’’ and inserting ‘‘illegal’’; 
(B) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘unli-

censed’’ and inserting ‘‘illegal’’; and 
(C) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘unli-

censed’’ and inserting ‘‘illegal’’. 
(2) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The item relating 

to section 1960 in the table of sections for 
chapter 95 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘1960. Prohibition of illegal money transmit-

ting businesses.’’. 
(b) DEFINITION OF BUSINESS TO INCLUDE IN-

FORMAL VALUE TRANSFER SYSTEMS AND 
MONEY BROKERS FOR DRUG CARTELS.—Sec-
tion 1960(b) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) the term ‘business’ includes any per-

son or association of persons, formal or in-
formal, licensed or unlicenced, that provides 
money transmitting services on behalf of 
any third party in return for remuneration 
or other consideration.’’. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF UNLICENSED MONEY 
TRANSMITTING BUSINESSES.—Section 
1960(b)(1)(B) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting the following before 
the semicolon: ‘‘, whether or not the defend-
ant knew that the operation was required to 

comply with such registration require-
ments’’. 

(d) AUTHORITY TO INVESTIGATE.—Section 
1960 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(c) AUTHORITY TO INVESTIGATE.—Viola-
tions of this section may be investigated by 
the Attorney General, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity.’’. 
SEC. 1618. KNOWLEDGE THAT THE PROPERTY IS 

THE PROCEEDS OF A SPECIFIC FEL-
ONY. 

(a) PROCEEDS OF A FELONY.—Section 
1956(c)(1) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, and regardless of 
whether or not the person knew that the ac-
tivity constituted a felony’’ before the semi-
colon at the end. 

(b) INTENT TO CONCEAL OR DISGUISE.—Sec-
tion 1956(a) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘spec-
ified unlawful activity’’ and inserting ‘‘some 
form of unlawful activity’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘spec-
ified unlawful activity’’ and inserting ‘‘some 
form of unlawful activity’’. 
SEC. 1619. EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION. 

Section 1956(f)(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘or has an ef-
fect in the United States’’ after ‘‘conduct oc-
curs in part in the United States’’. 
SEC. 1620. CONDUCT IN AID OF COUNTER-

FEITING. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 474(a) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after the paragraph beginning ‘‘Whoever has 
in his control, custody, or possession any 
plate’’ the following: 

‘‘Whoever, with intent to defraud, has cus-
tody, control, or possession of any material 
that can be used to make, alter, forge, or 
counterfeit any obligation or other security 
of the United States or any part of such obli-
gation or security, except under the author-
ity of the Secretary of the Treasury; or’’. 

(b) FOREIGN OBLIGATIONS AND SECURITIES.— 
Section 481 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the paragraph be-
ginning ‘‘Whoever, with intent to defraud’’ 
the following: 

‘‘Whoever, with intent to defraud, has cus-
tody, control, or possession of any material 
that can be used to make, alter, forge, or 
counterfeit any obligation or other security 
of any foreign government, bank, or corpora-
tion; or’’. 

(c) COUNTERFEIT ACTS.—Section 470 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or 474’’ and inserting ‘‘474, or 474A’’. 

(d) STRENGTHENING DETERRENTS TO COUN-
TERFEITING.—Section 474A of title 18, United 
States Code is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘, custody,’’ after ‘‘con-

trol’’; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘, forging, or counter-

feiting’’ after ‘‘to the making’’; 
(C) by striking ‘‘such obligation’’ and in-

serting ‘‘obligation’’; and 
(D) by inserting ‘‘of the United States’’ 

after ‘‘or other security’’; 
(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘, custody,’’ after ‘‘con-

trol’’; 
(B) striking ‘‘any essentially identical fea-

ture or device’’ and inserting ‘‘any material 
or other thing made after or in the simili-
tude of any such deterrent’’; and 

(C) by inserting ‘‘, forging, or counter-
feiting’’ after ‘‘to the making’’; 

(3) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(4) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) Whoever has in his control, custody, 
or possession any altered obligation or secu-

rity of the United States or any foreign gov-
ernment adapted to the making, forging, or 
counterfeiting of any obligation or security 
of the United States or any foreign govern-
ment, except under the authority of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, is guilty of a class B 
felony.’’. 
SEC. 1621. USE OF PROCEEDS DERIVED FROM 

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS. 
(a) AUTHORITY OF SECRET SERVICE.—During 

fiscal years 2008 through 2010, with respect to 
any undercover investigative operation of 
the United States Secret Service (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘‘Secret Service’’) 
which is necessary for the detection and 
prosecution of crimes against the United 
States— 

(1) sums authorized in any such fiscal year 
to be appropriated for the Secret Service, in-
cluding any unobligated balances available 
from prior fiscal years, may be used to pur-
chase property, buildings, and other facili-
ties, and to lease space, within the United 
States, the District of Columbia, and the ter-
ritories and possessions of the United States, 
without regard to— 

(A) sections 1341 and 3324 of title 31 of the 
United States Code; 

(B) section 8141 of title 40 of the United 
States Code; 

(C) sections 3732(a) and 3741 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States (41 U.S.C. 11(a) 
and 22); and 

(D) sections 304(a) and 305 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 ( 41 U.S.C. 254(a) and 255); 

(2) sums authorized in any such fiscal year 
to be appropriated for the Secret Service, in-
cluding any unobligated balances available 
from prior fiscal years, may be used— 

(A) to establish or to acquire proprietary 
corporations or business entities as part of 
an undercover investigative operation; and 

(B) to operate such corporations or busi-
ness entities on a commercial basis, without 
regard to sections 9102 and 9103 of title 31 of 
the United States Code; 

(3) sums authorized in any such fiscal year 
to be appropriated for the Secret Service, in-
cluding any unobligated balances available 
from prior fiscal years, and the proceeds 
seized, earned, or otherwise accrued from 
any such undercover investigative operation, 
may be deposited in banks or other financial 
institutions, without regard to— 

(A) section 648 of title 18 of the United 
States Code; and 

(B) section 3302 of title 31 of the United 
States Code; and 

(4) proceeds seized, earned, or otherwise ac-
crued from any such undercover investiga-
tive operation may be used to offset the nec-
essary and reasonable expenses incurred in 
such operation, without regard to section 
3302 of title 31 of the United States Code. 

(b) WRITTEN CERTIFICATION OF DIRECTOR 
REQUIRED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The authority granted 
under subsection (a) may be exercised only 
upon the written certification of the Direc-
tor of the Secret Service or the Director’s 
designee. 

(2) CONTENT OF CERTIFICATION.—Each cer-
tification issued under paragraph (1) shall 
state that any action authorized under para-
graph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of subsection (a) is 
necessary to conduct the undercover inves-
tigative operation. 

(3) DURATION OF CERTIFICATION.—Each cer-
tification issued under paragraph (1) shall 
continue in effect for the duration of the un-
dercover investigative operation, without re-
gard to fiscal years. 

(c) TRANSFER OF PROCEEDS TO TREASURY.— 
As soon as practicable after the proceeds 
from an undercover investigative operation 
with respect to which an action is authorized 
and carried out under paragraphs (3) and (4) 
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of subsection (a) are no longer necessary for 
the conduct of such operation, such proceeds, 
or the balance of such proceeds, remaining at 
the time shall be deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States as miscellaneous re-
ceipts. 

(d) CORPORATIONS WITH A HIGH NET 
VALUE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a corporation or busi-
ness entity established or acquired as part of 
an undercover investigative operation under 
subsection (a)(2) having a net value of over 
$50,000 is to be liquidated, sold, or otherwise 
disposed of, the Secret Service, as much in 
advance as the Director of the Secret Service 
or the Director’s designee determines is 
practicable, shall report the circumstances 
of such liquidation, sale, or other disposition 
to the Secretary of Homeland Security. 

(2) TRANSFER OF PROCEEDS TO TREASURY.— 
The proceeds of any liquidation, sale, or 
other disposition of any corporation or busi-
ness entity under paragraph (1) shall, after 
all other obligations are met, be deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States as mis-
cellaneous receipts. 

(e) AUDITS.—The Secret Service shall— 
(1) conduct, on a quarterly basis, a detailed 

financial audit of each completed undercover 
investigative operation where a written cer-
tification was issued pursuant to this sec-
tion; and 

(2) report the results of each such audit in 
writing to the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

Subtitle B—Technical Amendments 
SEC. 1631. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO SEC-

TIONS 1956 AND 1957 OF TITLE 18. 
(a) UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY.—Section 1956(c) of 

title 18, United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘ ‘con-

ducts’ ’’ and inserting ‘‘ ‘conduct’ ’’; and 
(2) in paragraph (7)(F), by inserting ‘‘, as 

defined in section 24(a)’’ before the semi-
colon. 

(b) PROPERTY FROM UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY.— 
Section 1957 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘engages 
or attempts to engage in’’ and inserting 
‘‘conducts or attempts to conduct’’; and 

(2) in subsection (f)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) the term ‘conduct’ has the meaning 

given such term under section 1956(c)(2).’’. 

SA 310. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page ll, between lines l 

and l, insert the following: 
SEC. 406. DETENTION OF DEPORTABLE ALIENS 

TO PROTECT PUBLIC SAFETY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 241(a) of the Im-

migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1231(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Attorney General’’ each 
place it appears, except for the first ref-
erence in paragraph (4)(B)(i), and inserting 
‘‘Secretary of Homeland Security’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by amending clause (ii) of subpara-

graph (B) to read as follows: 

‘‘(ii) If a court, the Board of Immigration 
Appeals, or an immigration judge orders a 
stay of the removal of the alien, the date the 
stay of removal is no longer in effect.’’; 

(B) by adding at the end of subparagraph 
(B), the following flush text: 
‘‘If, at the beginning of the removal period, 
as determined under this subparagraph, the 
alien is not in the custody of the Secretary 
of Homeland Security (under the authority 
of this Act), the Secretary shall take the 
alien into custody for removal, and the re-
moval period shall not begin until the alien 
is taken into such custody. If the Secretary 
transfers custody of the alien during the re-
moval period pursuant to law to another 
Federal agency or a State or local govern-
ment agency in connection with the official 
duties of such agency, the removal period 
shall be tolled, and shall begin anew on the 
date of the alien’s return to the custody of 
the Secretary subject to clause (ii).’’; and 

(C) by amending subparagraph (C) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(C) SUSPENSION OF PERIOD.—The removal 
period shall be extended beyond a period of 
90 days and the alien may remain in deten-
tion during such extended period if the alien 
fails or refuses to make all reasonable efforts 
to comply with the removal order, or to fully 
cooperate with the Secretary’s efforts to es-
tablish the alien’s identity and carry out the 
removal order, including making timely ap-
plication in good faith for travel or other 
documents necessary to the alien’s depar-
ture, or conspires or acts to prevent the 
alien’s removal subject to an order of re-
moval.’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: ‘‘If a court, the 
Board of Immigration Appeals, or an immi-
gration judge orders a stay of removal of an 
alien who is subject to an administratively 
final order of removal, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security in the exercise of discre-
tion may detain the alien during the pend-
ency of such stay of removal.’’; 

(4) in paragraph (3), by amending subpara-
graph (D) to read as follows: 

‘‘(D) to obey reasonable restrictions on the 
alien’s conduct or activities, or to perform 
affirmative acts, that the Secretary of 
Homeland Security prescribes for the alien, 
in order to prevent the alien from abscond-
ing, for the protection of the community, or 
for other purposes related to the enforce-
ment of the immigration laws.’’; 

(5) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘removal 
period and, if released,’’ and inserting ‘‘re-
moval period, in the discretion of the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, without any 
limitations other than those specified in this 
section, until the alien is removed. If an 
alien is released, the alien’’; and 

(6) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (10) and inserting after paragraph (6) 
the following new paragraphs: 

‘‘(7) PAROLE.—If an alien detained pursuant 
to paragraph (6) is an applicant for admis-
sion, the Secretary of Homeland Security, in 
the Secretary’s discretion, may parole the 
alien under section 212(d)(5) and may pro-
vide, notwithstanding section 212(d)(5), that 
the alien shall not be returned to custody 
unless either the alien violates the condi-
tions of his parole or his removal becomes 
reasonably foreseeable, provided that in no 
circumstance shall such alien be considered 
admitted. 

‘‘(8) ADDITIONAL RULES FOR DETENTION OR 
RELEASE OF CERTAIN ALIENS WHO HAVE MADE 
AN ENTRY.—The following procedures apply 
only with respect to an alien who has ef-
fected an entry into the United States. These 
procedures do not apply to any other alien 
detained pursuant to paragraph (6). 

‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT OF A DETENTION RE-
VIEW PROCESS FOR ALIENS WHO FULLY COOPER-

ATE WITH REMOVAL.—For an alien who has 
made all reasonable efforts to comply with a 
removal order and to cooperate fully with 
the Secretary of Homeland Security’s efforts 
to establish the alien’s identity and carry 
out the removal order, including making 
timely application in good faith for travel or 
other documents necessary to the alien’s de-
parture, and has not conspired or acted to 
prevent removal, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security shall establish an administrative 
review process to determine whether the 
alien should be detained or released on con-
ditions. The Secretary shall make a deter-
mination whether to release an alien after 
the removal period in accordance with para-
graph (1)(B). The determination shall include 
consideration of any evidence submitted by 
the alien, and may include consideration of 
any other evidence, including any informa-
tion or assistance provided by the Depart-
ment of State or other Federal agency and 
any other information available to the Sec-
retary pertaining to the ability to remove 
the alien. 

‘‘(B) AUTHORITY TO DETAIN BEYOND THE RE-
MOVAL PERIOD.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Home-
land Security, in the exercise of discretion, 
without any limitations other than those 
specified in this section, may continue to de-
tain an alien for 90 days beyond the removal 
period (including any extension of the re-
moval period as provided in subsection 
(a)(1)(C)). 

‘‘(ii) LENGTH OF DETENTION.—The Sec-
retary, in the exercise of discretion, without 
any limitations other than those specified in 
this section, may continue to detain an alien 
beyond the 90 days, as authorized in clause 
(i)— 

‘‘(I) until the alien is removed, if the Sec-
retary determines that there is a significant 
likelihood that the alien— 

‘‘(aa) will be removed in the reasonably 
foreseeable future; or 

‘‘(bb) would be removed in the reasonably 
foreseeable future, or would have been re-
moved, but for the alien’s failure or refusal 
to make all reasonable efforts to comply 
with the removal order, or to cooperate fully 
with the Secretary’s efforts to establish the 
alien’s identity and carry out the removal 
order, including making timely application 
in good faith for travel or other documents 
necessary to the alien’s departure, or con-
spiracies or acts to prevent removal; 

‘‘(II) until the alien is removed, if the Sec-
retary certifies in writing— 

‘‘(aa) in consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, that the alien 
has a highly contagious disease that poses a 
threat to public safety; 

‘‘(bb) after receipt of a written rec-
ommendation from the Secretary of State, 
that release of the alien is likely to have se-
rious adverse foreign policy consequences for 
the United States; 

‘‘(cc) based on information available to the 
Secretary of Homeland Security (including 
classified, sensitive, or national security in-
formation, and without regard to the 
grounds upon which the alien was ordered re-
moved), that there is reason to believe that 
the release of the alien would threaten the 
national security of the United States; or 

‘‘(dd) that the release of the alien will 
threaten the safety of the community or any 
person, conditions of release cannot reason-
ably be expected to ensure the safety of the 
community or any person, and either— 

‘‘(AA) the alien has been convicted of one 
or more aggravated felonies as defined in 
section 101(a)(43)(A), one or more crimes 
identified by the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity by regulation, or one or more at-
tempts or conspiracies to commit any such 
aggravated felonies or such identified 
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crimes, provided that the aggregate term of 
imprisonment for such attempts or conspir-
acies is at least 5 years; or 

‘‘(BB) the alien has committed one or more 
crimes of violence (as defined in section 16 of 
title 18, United States Code, but not includ-
ing a purely political offense) and, because of 
a mental condition or personality disorder 
and behavior associated with that condition 
or disorder, the alien is likely to engage in 
acts of violence in the future; or 

‘‘(ee) that the release of the alien will 
threaten the safety of the community or any 
person, conditions of release cannot reason-
ably be expected to ensure the safety of the 
community or any person, and the alien has 
been convicted of at least one aggravated fel-
ony as defined in section 101(a)(43); and 

‘‘(III) pending a determination under sub-
clause (II), so long as the Secretary has initi-
ated the administrative review process not 
later than 30 days after the expiration of the 
removal period (including any extension of 
the removal period as provided in subsection 
(a)(1)(C)). 

‘‘(C) RENEWAL AND DELEGATION OF CERTIFI-
CATION.— 

‘‘(i) RENEWAL.—The Secretary of Homeland 
Security may renew a certification under 
subparagraph (B)(ii)(II) every 6 months with-
out limitation, after providing an oppor-
tunity for the alien to request reconsider-
ation of the certification and to submit doc-
uments or other evidence in support of that 
request. If the Secretary does not renew a 
certification, the Secretary may not con-
tinue to detain the alien under subparagraph 
(B)(ii)(II). 

‘‘(ii) DELEGATION.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 103, the Secretary of Homeland Security 
may not delegate the authority to make or 
renew a certification described in item (bb), 
(cc), or (ee) of subparagraph (B)(ii)(II) to an 
official below the level of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Immigration and Customs En-
forcement. 

‘‘(iii) HEARING.—The Secretary of Home-
land Security may request that the Attorney 
General or his designee provide for a hearing 
to make the determination described in 
clause (dd)(BB) of subparagraph (B)(ii)(II). 

‘‘(D) RELEASE ON CONDITIONS.—If it is deter-
mined that an alien should be released from 
detention, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, in the exercise of discretion, may im-
pose conditions on release as provided in 
paragraph (3). 

‘‘(E) REDETENTION.—The Secretary of 
Homeland Security, in the exercise of discre-
tion, without any limitations other than 
those specified in this section, may again de-
tain any alien subject to a final removal 
order who is released from custody if the 
alien fails to comply with the conditions of 
release or to continue to satisfy the condi-
tions described in subparagraph (A), or if, 
upon reconsideration, the Secretary deter-
mines that the alien can be detained under 
subparagraph (B). Paragraphs (6) through (8) 
shall apply to any alien returned to custody 
pursuant to this subparagraph, as if the re-
moval period terminated on the day of the 
redetention. 

‘‘(F) CERTAIN ALIENS WHO EFFECTED 
ENTRY.—If an alien has effected an entry but 
has neither been lawfully admitted nor phys-
ically present in the United States continu-
ously for the 2-year period immediately prior 
to the commencement of removal pro-
ceedings under this Act or deportation pro-
ceedings against the alien, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security in the exercise of discre-
tion may decide not to apply paragraph (8) 
and detain the alien without any limitations 
except those which the Secretary shall adopt 
by regulation. 

‘‘(9) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Without regard to 
the place of confinement, judicial review of 

any action or decision pursuant to paragraph 
(6), (7), or (8) shall be available exclusively in 
habeas corpus proceedings instituted in the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia, and only if the alien has ex-
hausted all administrative remedies (statu-
tory and regulatory) available to the alien as 
of right.’’. 

(b) DETENTION OF ALIENS DURING REMOVAL 
PROCEEDINGS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 235 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1225) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsections: 

‘‘(e) LENGTH OF DETENTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An alien may be de-

tained under this section, without limita-
tion, until the alien is subject to an adminis-
tratively final order of removal. 

‘‘(2) EFFECT ON DETENTION UNDER SECTION 
241.—The length of detention under this sec-
tion shall not affect the validity of any de-
tention under section 241. 

‘‘(f) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Without regard to 
the place of confinement, judicial review of 
any action or decision made pursuant to sub-
section (e) shall be available exclusively in a 
habeas corpus proceeding instituted in the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia and only if the alien has ex-
hausted all administrative remedies (statu-
tory and nonstatutory) available to the alien 
as of right.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 236 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1226) is amended— 

(A) by inserting at the end of subsection (e) 
the following: ‘‘Without regard to the place 
of confinement, judicial review of any action 
or decision made pursuant to section 235(f) 
shall be available exclusively in a habeas 
corpus proceeding instituted in the United 
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, and only if the alien has exhausted 
all administrative remedies (statutory and 
nonstatutory) available to the alien as of 
right.’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(f) LENGTH OF DETENTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An alien may be de-

tained under this section, without limita-
tion, until the alien is subject to an adminis-
tratively final order of removal. 

‘‘(2) EFFECT ON DETENTION UNDER SECTION 
241.—The length of detention under this sec-
tion shall not affect the validity of any de-
tention under section 241.’’. 

(c) SEVERABILITY.—If any of the provisions 
of this Act or any amendment by this Act, or 
the application of any such provision to any 
person or circumstance, is held to be invalid 
for any reason, the remainder of this Act and 
of amendments made by this Act, and the ap-
plication of the provisions and of the amend-
ments made by this Act to any other person 
or circumstance shall not be affected by such 
holding. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) AMENDMENTS MADE BY SUBSECTION (A).— 

The amendments made by subsection (a) 
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and section 241 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, as amended, 
shall apply to— 

(A) all aliens subject to a final administra-
tive removal, deportation, or exclusion order 
that was issued before, on, or after the date 
of the enactment of this Act; and 

(B) acts and conditions occurring or exist-
ing before, on, or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(2) AMENDMENTS MADE BY SUBSECTION (B).— 
The amendments made by subsection (b) 
shall take effect upon the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and sections 235 and 236 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, as 
amended, shall apply to any alien in deten-

tion under provisions of such sections on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 407. CRIMINAL DETENTION OF ALIENS TO 

PROTECT PUBLIC SAFETY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3142(e) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(e) DETENTION.—If, after a hearing pursu-
ant to the provisions of subsection (f), the ju-
dicial officer finds that no condition or com-
bination of conditions will reasonably assure 
the appearance of the person as required and 
the safety of any other person and the com-
munity, such judicial officer shall order the 
detention of the person before trial. 

‘‘(1) PRESUMPTION ARISING FROM OFFENSES 
DESCRIBED IN SUBSECTION (F)(1).—In a case de-
scribed in subsection (f)(1) of this section, a 
rebuttable presumption arises that no condi-
tion or combination of conditions will rea-
sonably assure the safety of any other person 
and the community if such judicial officer 
finds that— 

‘‘(A) the person has been convicted of a 
Federal offense that is described in sub-
section (f)(1), or of a State or local offense 
that would have been an offense described in 
subsection (f)(1) if a circumstance giving rise 
to Federal jurisdiction had existed; 

‘‘(B) the offense described in subparagraph 
(A) was committed while the person was on 
release pending trial for a Federal, State, or 
local offense; and 

‘‘(C) a period of not more than 5 years has 
elapsed since the date of conviction or the 
release of the person from imprisonment, for 
the offense described in subparagraph (A), 
whichever is later. 

‘‘(2) PRESUMPTION ARISING FROM OTHER OF-
FENSES INVOLVING ILLEGAL SUBSTANCES, FIRE-
ARMS, VIOLENCE, OR MINORS.—Subject to re-
buttal by the person, it shall be presumed 
that no condition or combination of condi-
tions will reasonably assure the appearance 
of the person as required and the safety of 
the community if the judicial officer finds 
that there is probable cause to believe that 
the person committed an offense for which a 
maximum term of imprisonment of 10 years 
or more is prescribed in the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 801 et seq.), the Con-
trolled Substances Import and Export Act (21 
U.S.C. 951 et seq.), or chapter 705 of title 46, 
an offense under section 924(c), 956(a), or 
2332b of this title, or an offense listed in sec-
tion 2332b(g)(5)(B) of this title for which a 
maximum term of imprisonment of 10 years 
or more is prescribed, or an offense involving 
a minor victim under section 1201, 1591, 2241, 
2242, 2244(a)(1), 2245, 2251, 2251A, 2252(a)(1), 
2252(a)(2), 2252(a)(3), 2252A(a)(1), 2252A(a)(2), 
2252A(a)(3), 2252A(a)(4), 2260, 2421, 2422, 2423, 
or 2425 of this title. 

‘‘(3) PRESUMPTION ARISING FROM OFFENSES 
RELATING TO IMMIGRATION LAW.—Subject to 
rebuttal by the person, it shall be presumed 
that no condition or combination of condi-
tions will reasonably assure the appearance 
of the person as required if the judicial offi-
cer finds that there is probable cause to be-
lieve that the person is an alien and that the 
person— 

‘‘(A) has no lawful immigration status in 
the United States; 

‘‘(B) is the subject of a final order of re-
moval; or 

‘‘(C) has committed a felony offense under 
section 842(i)(5), 911, 922(g)(5), 1015, 1028, 
1028A, 1425, or 1426 of this title, or any sec-
tion of chapters 75 and 77 of this title, or sec-
tion 243, 274, 275, 276, 277, or 278 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1253, 
1324, 1325, 1326, 1327, and 1328).’’. 

(b) IMMIGRATION STATUS AS FACTOR IN DE-
TERMINING CONDITIONS OF RELEASE.—Section 
3142(g)(3) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 
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(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(C) the person’s immigration status; 

and’’. 

SA 311. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. IMMIGRATION INJUNCTION REFORM. 

(a) APPROPRIATE REMEDIES FOR IMMIGRA-
TION LEGISLATION.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS FOR AN ORDER GRANTING 
PROSPECTIVE RELIEF AGAINST THE GOVERN-
MENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If a court determines 
that prospective relief should be ordered 
against the Government in any civil action 
pertaining to the administration or enforce-
ment of the immigration laws of the United 
States, the court shall— 

(i) limit the relief to the minimum nec-
essary to correct the violation of law; 

(ii) adopt the least intrusive means to cor-
rect the violation of law; 

(iii) minimize, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, the adverse impact on national secu-
rity, border security, immigration adminis-
tration and enforcement, and public safety; 
and 

(iv) provide for the expiration of the relief 
on a specific date, which is not later than 
the earliest date necessary for the Govern-
ment to remedy the violation. 

(B) WRITTEN EXPLANATION.—The require-
ments described in subparagraph (A) shall be 
discussed and explained in writing in the 
order granting prospective relief and must be 
sufficiently detailed to allow review by an-
other court. 

(C) EXPIRATION OF PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIVE 
RELIEF.—Preliminary injunctive relief shall 
automatically expire on the date that is 90 
days after the date on which such relief is 
entered, unless the court— 

(i) makes the findings required under sub-
paragraph (A) for the entry of permanent 
prospective relief; and 

(ii) makes the order final before expiration 
of such 90-day period. 

(D) REQUIREMENTS FOR ORDER DENYING MO-
TION.—This paragraph shall apply to any 
order denying a motion made by the Govern-
ment to vacate, modify, dissolve, or other-
wise terminate an order granting prospective 
relief in any civil action pertaining to the 
administration or enforcement of the immi-
gration laws of the United States. 

(2) PROCEDURE FOR MOTION AFFECTING 
ORDER GRANTING PROSPECTIVE RELIEF AGAINST 
THE GOVERNMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A court shall promptly 
rule on a motion made by the Government to 
vacate, modify, dissolve, or otherwise termi-
nate an order granting prospective relief in 
any civil action pertaining to the adminis-
tration or enforcement of the immigration 
laws of the United States. 

(B) AUTOMATIC STAYS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—A motion to vacate, mod-

ify, dissolve, or otherwise terminate an order 
granting prospective relief made by the Gov-
ernment in any civil action pertaining to the 
administration or enforcement of the immi-

gration laws of the United States shall auto-
matically, and without further order of the 
court, stay the order granting prospective 
relief on the date that is 15 days after the 
date on which such motion is filed unless the 
court previously has granted or denied the 
Government’s motion. 

(ii) DURATION OF AUTOMATIC STAY.—An 
automatic stay under clause (i) shall con-
tinue until the court enters an order grant-
ing or denying the Government’s motion. 

(iii) POSTPONEMENT.—The court, for good 
cause, may postpone an automatic stay 
under clause (i) for not longer than 15 days. 

(iv) ORDERS BLOCKING AUTOMATIC STAYS.— 
Any order staying, suspending, delaying, or 
otherwise barring the effective date of the 
automatic stay described in clause (i), other 
than an order to postpone the effective date 
of the automatic stay for not longer than 15 
days under clause (iii), shall be— 

(I) treated as an order refusing to vacate, 
modify, dissolve, or otherwise terminate an 
injunction; and 

(II) immediately appealable under section 
1292(a)(1) of title 28, United States Code. 

(3) SETTLEMENTS.— 
(A) CONSENT DECREES.—In any civil action 

pertaining to the administration or enforce-
ment of the immigration laws of the United 
States, the court may not enter, approve, or 
continue a consent decree that does not com-
ply with the requirements of paragraph (1). 

(B) PRIVATE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS.— 
Nothing in this subsection shall preclude 
parties from entering into a private settle-
ment agreement that does not comply with 
paragraph (1). 

(4) EXPEDITED PROCEEDINGS.—It shall be 
the duty of every court to advance on the 
docket and to expedite the disposition of any 
civil action or motion considered under this 
subsection. 

(5) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) CONSENT DECREE.—The term ‘‘consent 

decree’’— 
(i) means any relief entered by the court 

that is based in whole or in part on the con-
sent or acquiescence of the parties; and 

(ii) does not include private settlements. 
(B) GOOD CAUSE.—The term ‘‘good cause’’ 

does not include discovery or congestion of 
the court’s calendar. 

(C) GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘‘Govern-
ment’’ means the United States, any Federal 
department or agency, or any Federal agent 
or official acting within the scope of official 
duties. 

(D) PERMANENT RELIEF.—The term ‘‘perma-
nent relief’’ means relief issued in connec-
tion with a final decision of a court. 

(E) PRIVATE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT.—The 
term ‘‘private settlement agreement’’ means 
an agreement entered into by the parties 
that is not subject to judicial enforcement 
other than the reinstatement of the civil ac-
tion that the agreement settled. 

(F) PROSPECTIVE RELIEF.—The term ‘‘pro-
spective relief’’ means temporary, prelimi-
nary, or permanent relief other than com-
pensatory monetary damages. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall apply 

with respect to all orders granting prospec-
tive relief in any civil action pertaining to 
the administration or enforcement of the im-
migration laws of the United States, whether 
such relief was ordered before, on, or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) PENDING MOTIONS.—Every motion to va-
cate, modify, dissolve, or otherwise termi-
nate an order granting prospective relief in 
any such action, which motion is pending on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, shall 
be treated as if it had been filed on such date 
of enactment. 

(3) AUTOMATIC STAY FOR PENDING MO-
TIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An automatic stay with 
respect to the prospective relief that is the 
subject of a motion described in paragraph 
(2) shall take effect without further order of 
the court on the date that is 10 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act if the 
motion— 

(i) was pending for 45 days as of the date of 
the enactment of this Act; and 

(ii) is still pending on the date which is 10 
days after such date of enactment. 

(B) DURATION OF AUTOMATIC STAY.—An 
automatic stay that takes effect under sub-
paragraph (A) shall continue until the court 
enters an order granting or denying a motion 
made by the Government under subsection 
(a)(2). There shall be no further postpone-
ment of the automatic stay with respect to 
any such pending motion under subsection 
(a)(2)(B). Any order, staying, suspending, de-
laying, or otherwise barring the effective 
date of this automatic stay with respect to 
pending motions described in paragraph (2) 
shall be an order blocking an automatic stay 
subject to immediate appeal under sub-
section (a)(2)(B)(iv). 

SA 312. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 389, after line 13, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 15ll. RECRUITMENT OF PERSONS TO PAR-

TICIPATE IN TERRORISM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 2332b the following: 
‘‘§ 2332c. Recruitment of persons to partici-

pate in terrorism. 
‘‘(a) OFFENSES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful to 

employ, solicit, induce, command, or cause 
another person to commit an act of domestic 
terrorism or international terrorism or a 
Federal crime of terrorism, with the intent 
that the person commit such act or crime of 
terrorism 

‘‘(2) ATTEMPT AND CONSPIRACY.—It shall be 
unlawful to attempt or conspire to commit 
an offense under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(b) PENALTIES.—Any person who violates 
subsection (a)— 

‘‘(1) in the case of an attempt or con-
spiracy, shall be fined under this title, im-
prisoned not more than 10 years, or both; 

‘‘(2) if death of an individual results, shall 
be fined under this title, punished by death 
or imprisoned for any term of years or for 
life, or both; 

‘‘(3) if serious bodily injury to any indi-
vidual results, shall be fined under this title, 
imprisoned not less than 10 years nor more 
than 25 years, or both; and 

‘‘(4) in any other case, shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not more than 10 
years, or both. 

‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed or applied so 
as to abridge the exercise of rights guaran-
teed under the first amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States. 

‘‘(d) LACK OF CONSUMMATED TERRORIST ACT 
NOT A DEFENSE.—It is not a defense under 
this section that the act of domestic ter-
rorism or international terrorism or Federal 
crime of terrorism that is the object of the 
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employment, solicitation, inducement, com-
manding, or causing has not been done. 

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘Federal crime of terrorism’ 

has the meaning given that term in section 
2332b of this title; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘serious bodily injury’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 1365 
of this title.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—The table of sections at the begin-
ning of chapter 113B of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting after section 2332b the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘2332c. Recruitment of persons to participate 

in terrorism.’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘2339D. Receiving military type training 
from a foreign terrorist organi-
zation.’’. 

SA 313. Mr. DORGAN (for himself and 
Mr. CONRAD) proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. REPORT ON THE HUNT FOR OSAMA BIN 

LADEN, AYMAN AL-ZAWAHIRI, AND 
THE LEADERSHIP OF AL QAEDA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
every 180 days thereafter, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence and the Secretary of De-
fense jointly shall submit to Congress a re-
port describing the status of their efforts to 
capture Osama Bin Laden, Ayman al- 
Zawahiri, and the leadership of al Qaeda. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each report required by 
subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A statement whether or not the Janu-
ary 11, 2007, assessment provided by Director 
of National Intelligence John Negroponte to 
the Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
Senate that the top leadership of al Qaeda 
has a ‘‘secure hideout in Pakistan’’ was ap-
plicable during the reporting period and, if 
not, a description of the current whereabouts 
of that leadership. 

(2) A statement identifying each country 
where Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, 
and the leadership of al Qaeda are or may be 
hiding, including an assessment whether or 
not the government of each country so iden-
tified has fully cooperated in the efforts to 
capture them, and, if not, a description of 
the actions, if any, being taken or to be 
taken to obtain the full cooperation of each 
country so identified in the efforts to cap-
ture them. 

(3) A description of the additional re-
sources required to promptly capture Osama 
bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and the lead-
ership of al Qaeda. 

(c) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report sub-
mitted to Congress under subsection (a) shall 
be submitted in a classified form and shall be 
accompanied by an unclassified form of the 
report that redacts the classified informa-
tion in the report. The unclassified form of 
the report shall be made available to the 
public. 

SA 314. Mr. DEMINT proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-

BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 215, strike line 6 and all that fol-
lows through page 219, line 7. 

SA 315. Mr. LIEBERMAN proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 275 pro-
posed by Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 
4, to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission 
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 215, strike line 22 and all that fol-
lows through page 219, line 7, and insert the 
following: 
SEC. ll. APPEAL RIGHTS AND EMPLOYEE EN-

GAGEMENT MECHANISM FOR PAS-
SENGER AND PROPERTY SCREEN-
ERS. 

(a) APPEAL RIGHTS FOR SCREENERS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 111(d) of the Avia-

tion and Transportation Security Act (49 
U.S.C. 44935 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Notwithstanding’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (3) notwithstanding’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) RIGHT TO APPEAL ADVERSE ACTION.— 

The provisions of chapters 75 and 77 of title 
5, United States Code, shall apply to an indi-
vidual employed or appointed to carry out 
the screening functions of the Administrator 
under section 44901 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(3) EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT MECHANISM FOR 
ADDRESSING WORKPLACE ISSUES.—The Under 
Secretary of Transportation shall provide a 
collaborative, integrated, employee engage-
ment mechanism, subject to chapter 71 of 
title 5, United States Code, at every airport 
to address workplace issues, except that col-
lective bargaining over working conditions 
shall not extend to pay . Employees shall not 
have the right to engage in a strike and the 
Under Secretary may take whatever actions 
may be necessary to carry out the agency 
mission during emergencies, newly immi-
nent threats, or intelligence indicating a 
newly imminent emergency risk. No prop-
erly classified information shall be divulged 
in any non-authorized forum.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
111(d)(1) of the Aviation and Transportation 
Security Act, as amended by paragraph 
(1)(A), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Security’’ and inserting ‘‘Ad-
ministrator of the Transportation Security 
Administration’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary’’ each 
place such appears and inserting ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’. 

(b) WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTIONS.—Section 
883 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 463) is amended, in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘,or sec-
tion 111(d) of the Aviation and Transpor-
tation Security Act,’’ after ‘‘this Act’’. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 
(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 5 

months after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs of the Senate 
and the Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives a report on— 

(A) the pay system that applies with respect to 
TSA employees as of the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(B) any changes to such system which would 
be made under any regulations which have been 
prescribed under chapter 97 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) MATTERS FOR INCLUSION.—The report re-
quired under paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) a brief description of each pay system de-
scribed in paragraphs (1)(A) and (1)(B), respec-
tively; 

(B) a comparison of the relative advantages 
and disadvantages of each of those pay systems; 
and 

(C) such other matters as the Comptroller 
General determines appropriate. 

SA 316. Mrs. MCCASKILL proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 315 Pro-
posed by Mr. LIEBERMAN to the amend-
ment SA 275 proposed by Mr. REID (for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Ms. COL-
LINS) to the bill S. 4, to make the 
United States more secure by imple-
menting unfinished recommendations 
of the 9/11 Commission to fight the war 
on terror more effectively, to improve 
homeland security, and for other pur-
poses; as follows: 

In the Amendment strike all after ‘SEC’ on 
page 1, line 3 and insert the following: 

APPEAL RIGHTS AND EMPLOYEE EN-
GAGEMENT MECHANISM FOR PAS-
SENGER AND PROPERTY SCREENERS 

(a) APPEAL RIGHTS FOR SCREENERS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 111(d) of the Avia-

tion and Transportation Security Act (49 
U.S.C. 44935 note) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Notwithstanding’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraphs (2) and (3) notwithstanding’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) RIGHT TO APPEAL ADVERSE ACTION.— 

The provisions of chapters 75 and 77 of title 
5, United States Code, shall apply to an indi-
vidual employed or appointed to carry out 
the screening functions of the Administrator 
under section 44901 of title 49, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(3) EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT MECHANISM FOR 
ADDRESSING WORKPLACE ISSUES.—The Under 
Secretary of Transportation shall provide a 
collaborative, integrated, employee engage-
ment mechanism, subject to chapter 71 of 
title 5, United States Code, at every airport 
to address workplace issues, except that col-
lective bargaining over working conditions 
shall not extend to pay . Employees shall not 
have the right to engage in a strike and the 
Under Secretary may take whatever actions 
may be necessary to carry out the agency 
mission during emergencies, newly immi-
nent threats, or intelligence indicating a 
newly imminent emergency risk. No prop-
erly classified information shall be divulged 
in any non-authorized forum.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
111(d)(1) of the Aviation and Transportation 
Security Act, as amended by paragraph 
(1)(A), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Security’’ and inserting ‘‘Ad-
ministrator of the Transportation Security 
Administration’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary’’ each 
place such appears and inserting ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’. 

(b) WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTIONS.—Section 
883 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 463) is amended, in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘,or sec-
tion 111(d) of the Aviation and Transpor-
tation Security Act,’’ after ‘‘this Act’’. 
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(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 
(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 6 

months after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs of the Senate 
and the Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives a report on— 

(A) the pay system that applies with respect to 
TSA employees as of the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(B) any changes to such system which would 
be made under any regulations which have been 
prescribed under chapter 97 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) MATTERS FOR INCLUSION.—The report re-
quired under paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) a brief description of each pay system de-
scribed in paragraphs (1)(A) and (1)(B), respec-
tively; 

(B) a comparison of the relative advantages 
and disadvantages of each of those pay systems; 
and 

(C) such other matters as the Comptroller 
General determines appropriate. 

(d) This section shall take effect one day after 
date of enactment. 

SA 317. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. ll. PREVENTION AND DETERRENCE OF 

TERRORIST SUICIDE BOMBINGS AND 
TERRORIST MURDERS, KIDNAPPING, 
AND SEXUAL ASSAULTS. 

(a) OFFENSE OF REWARDING OR FACILI-
TATING INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST ACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 2339E. Providing material support to inter-

national terrorism 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘facility of interstate or for-

eign commerce’ has the same meaning as in 
section 1958(b)(2). 

‘‘(2) The term ‘international terrorism’ has 
the same meaning as in section 2331. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘material support or re-
sources’ has the same meaning as in section 
2339A(b). 

‘‘(4) The term ‘perpetrator of an act’ in-
cludes any person who— 

‘‘(A) commits the act; 
‘‘(B) aids, abets, counsels, commands, in-

duces, or procures its commission; or 
‘‘(C) attempts, plots, or conspires to com-

mit the act. 
‘‘(5) The term ‘serious bodily injury’ has 

the same meaning as in section 1365. 
‘‘(b) PROHIBITION.—Whoever, in a cir-

cumstance described in subsection (c), pro-
vides material support or resources to the 
perpetrator of an act of international ter-
rorism, or to a family member or other per-
son associated with such perpetrator, with 
the intent to facilitate, reward, or encourage 
that act or other acts of international ter-
rorism, shall be fined under this title, im-
prisoned not more than 25 years, or both, 
and, if death results, shall be imprisoned for 
any term of years or for life. 

‘‘(c) JURISDICTIONAL BASES.—A cir-
cumstance referred to in subsection (b) is 
that— 

‘‘(1) the offense occurs in or affects inter-
state or foreign commerce; 

‘‘(2) the offense involves the use of the 
mails or a facility of interstate or foreign 
commerce; 

‘‘(3) an offender intends to facilitate, re-
ward, or encourage an act of international 
terrorism that affects interstate or foreign 
commerce or would have affected interstate 
or foreign commerce had it been con-
summated; 

‘‘(4) an offender intends to facilitate, re-
ward, or encourage an act of international 
terrorism that violates the criminal laws of 
the United States; 

‘‘(5) an offender intends to facilitate, re-
ward, or encourage an act of international 
terrorism that is designed to influence the 
policy or affect the conduct of the United 
States Government; 

‘‘(6) an offender intends to facilitate, re-
ward, or encourage an act of international 
terrorism that occurs in part within the 
United States and is designed to influence 
the policy or affect the conduct of a foreign 
government; 

‘‘(7) an offender intends to facilitate, re-
ward, or encourage an act of international 
terrorism that causes or is designed to cause 
death or serious bodily injury to a national 
of the United States while that national is 
outside the United States, or substantial 
damage to the property of a legal entity or-
ganized under the laws of the United States 
(including any of its States, districts, com-
monwealths, territories, or possessions) 
while that property is outside of the United 
States; 

‘‘(8) the offense occurs in whole or in part 
within the United States, and an offender in-
tends to facilitate, reward or encourage an 
act of international terrorism that is de-
signed to influence the policy or affect the 
conduct of a foreign government; or 

‘‘(9) the offense occurs in whole or in part 
outside of the United States, and an offender 
is a national of the United States, a stateless 
person whose habitual residence is in the 
United States, or a legal entity organized 
under the laws of the United States (includ-
ing any of its States, districts, common-
wealths, territories, or possessions).’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.— 

(A) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for chapter 113B of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘2339D. Receiving military-type training 
from a foreign terrorist organi-
zation. 

‘‘2339E. Providing material support to inter-
national terrorism.’’. 

(B) OTHER AMENDMENT.—Section 
2332b(g)(5)(B)(i) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking all after 
‘‘2339C’’ and inserting ‘‘(relating to financing 
of terrorism), 2339E (relating to providing 
material support to international terrorism), 
or 2340A (relating to torture);’’. 

(b) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR PROVIDING 
MATERIAL SUPPORT TO TERRORISTS.— 

(1) PROVIDING MATERIAL SUPPORT TO DES-
IGNATED FOREIGN TERRORIST ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—Section 2339B(a) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘15 
years’’ and inserting ‘‘25 years’’. 

(2) PROVIDING MATERIAL SUPPORT OR RE-
SOURCES IN AID OF A TERRORIST CRIME.—Sec-
tion 2339A(a) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘15 years’’ and in-
serting ‘‘40 years’’. 

(3) RECEIVING MILITARY-TYPE TRAINING 
FROM A FOREIGN TERRORIST ORGANIZATION.— 
Section 2339D(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘ten years’’ 
and inserting ‘‘15 years’’. 

(4) ADDITION OF ATTEMPTS AND CONSPIR-
ACIES TO AN OFFENSE RELATING TO MILITARY 

TRAINING.—Section 2339D(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘, or attempts or conspires to receive,’’ after 
‘‘receives’’. 

(c) DENIAL OF FEDERAL BENEFITS TO CON-
VICTED TERRORISTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 
United States Code, as amended by this sec-
tion, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘§ 2339F. Denial of Federal benefits to terror-

ists 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Any individual who is 

convicted of a Federal crime of terrorism (as 
defined in section 2332b(g)) shall, as provided 
by the court on motion of the Government, 
be ineligible for any or all Federal benefits 
for any term of years or for life. 

‘‘(b) FEDERAL BENEFIT DEFINED.—In this 
section, ‘Federal benefit’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 421(d) of the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 862(d)).’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 113B 
of title 18, United States Code, as amended 
by this section, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
‘‘2339F. Denial of Federal benefits to terror-

ists.’’. 
(d) ADDITION OF ATTEMPTS OR CONSPIRACIES 

TO OFFENSE OF TERRORIST MURDER.—Section 
2332(a) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘, or attempts or conspires 
to kill,’’ after ‘‘Whoever kills’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘ten 
years’’ and inserting ‘‘30 years’’. 

(e) ADDITION OF OFFENSE OF TERRORIST KID-
NAPPING.—Section 2332(b) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) KIDNAPPING.—Whoever outside the 
United States unlawfully seizes, confines, in-
veigles, decoys, kidnaps, abducts, or carries 
away, or attempts or conspires to seize, con-
fine, inveigle, decoy, kidnap, abduct or carry 
away, a national of the United States, shall 
be fined under this title, imprisoned for any 
term of years or for life, or both.’’. 

(f) ADDITION OF SEXUAL ASSAULT TO DEFINI-
TION OF OFFENSE OF TERRORIST ASSAULT.— 
Section 2332(c) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘(as de-
fined in section 1365, including any conduct 
that, if the conduct occurred in the special 
maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the 
United States, would violate section 2241 or 
2242)’’ after ‘‘injury’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘(as de-
fined in section 1365, including any conduct 
that, if the conduct occurred in the special 
maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the 
United States, would violate section 2241 or 
2242)’’ after ‘‘injury’’; and 

(3) in the matter following paragraph (2), 
by striking ‘‘ten years’’ and inserting ‘‘40 
years’’. 

SA 318. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States Imore secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC.ll. UNLAWFUL DISCLOSURE OF CLASSI-

FIED REPORTS BY ENTRUSTED PER-
SONS. 

(a) Whoever, being an employee or member 
of the Senate or House of Representatives of 
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the United States of America, or being en-
trusted with or having lawful possession of, 
access to, or control over any classified in-
formation contained in a report submitted to 
the Congress pursuant to the Improving 
America’s Security Act of 2007, the USA Pa-
triot Improvement and Reauthorization Act 
of 2005, or the Intelligence Reform and Ter-
rorism Prevention Act of 2004, and who 
knowingly and willfully communicates, fur-
nishes, transmits, or otherwise makes avail-
able to an unauthorized person, or publishes, 
or uses such information in any manner prej-
udicial to the safety or interest of the United 
States or for the benefit of any foreign gov-
ernment to the detriment of the United 
States, shall be fined under this title or im-
prisoned not more than ten years, or both. 

(b) As used in subsection (a) of this sec-
tion— 

The term ‘‘classified information’’ means 
information which, at the time of a violation 
of this section, is determined to be Confiden-
tial, Secret, or Top Secret pursuant to Exec-
utive Order 12958 or successor orders; 

The term ‘‘unauthorized person’’ means 
any person who does not have authority or 
permission to have access to the classified 
information pursuant to the provisions of a 
statute, Executive Order, regulation, or di-
rective of the head of any department or 
agency who is empowered to classify infor-
mation. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall prohibit 
the furnishing, upon lawful demand, of infor-
mation to any regularly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate or House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America, or 
joint committee thereof. 

SA 319. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows:) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 1. AUTHORIZING THE SECRETARY OF HOME-

LAND SECURITY TO EXEMPT 
GROUPS THAT ARE NOT A THREAT 
TO THE UNITED STATES AND THAT 
DO NOT ATTACK CIVILIANS FROM 
THE DEFINITION OF ‘‘TERRORIST 
ORGANIZATION’’ 

Section 212(d)(3)(B)(i) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
§ 1182(d)(3)(B)(i)) is revised to read as follows: 

‘‘The Secretary of Homeland Security, 
after consultation with the Secretary of 
State and the Attorney General, may deter-
mine in such Secretary’s sole unreviewable 
discretion that— 

(I) subsection (a)(3)(B)(i)(IV)(bb) of this 
section shall not apply to an alien; 

(II) subsection (a)(3)(B)(i)(VII) of this sec-
tion shall not apply to an alien who endorsed 
or espoused terrorist activity or persuaded 
others to endorse or espouse terrorist activ-
ity or support a terrorist organization de-
scribed in clause (vi)(III); 

(III) subsection (a)(3)(B)(iv)(VI) of this sec-
tion shall not apply with respect to any ma-
terial support that an alien afforded under 
duress (as that term is defined in common 
law) to an organization or individual that 
has engaged in a terrorist activity; 

(IV) subsection (a)(3)(B)(vi)(III) of this sec-
tion shall not apply to a group that— 

(aa) does not pose a threat to the United 
States or other democratic countries; and 

(bb) has not engaged in terrorist activity 
that was targeted at civilians; or 

(V) subsection (a)(3)(B)(vi)(III) of this sec-
tion shall not apply to a group solely by vir-
tue of its having a subgroup within the scope 
of that subsection. 

‘‘Such a determination may be revoked at 
any time, and neither the determination nor 
its revocation shall be subject to judicial re-
view under any provision of law, including 
section 2241 of title 28.’’ 
SEC. 2. AUTOMATIC RELIEF FOR THE HMONG 

AND OTHER GROUPS THAT DO NOT 
POSE A THREAT TO THE UNITED 
STATES 

For purposes of section 212(a)(3)(B) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
§ 1181(a)(3)(B)), the Hmong, the Montagnards, 
the Karen National Union/Karen National 
Liberation Army (KNU/KNLA), the Chin Na-
tional Front/Chin National Army (CNF/ 
CNA), the Chin National League for Democ-
racy (CNLD), the Kayan New Land Party 
(KNLP), the Arakan Liberation Party (ALP), 
the Mustangs, the Alzados, and the Karenni 
National Progressive Party shall not be con-
sidered to be a terrorist organization on the 
basis of any act or event occurring before the 
date of the enactment of this section. 
SEC. 3. DESIGNATION OF THE TALIBAN AS A TER-

RORIST ORGANIZATION 
For purposes of section 212(a)(3)(B) of the 

Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
§ 1181(a)(3)(B)), the Taliban shall be consid-
ered a terrorist organization described in 
subclause (I) of clause (vi) of that section. 
SEC. 4. TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO EXCEPTION 

TO INADMISSIBILITY GROUND FOR 
TERRORIST ACTIVITIES FOR 
SPOUSES AND CHILDREN 

Section 212(a)(3)(B)(ii) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(a)(3)(B)(vi)) is amended by striking 
‘‘Subclause (VII)’’ and replacing it with 
‘‘Subclause (IX)’’. 
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE 

The amendment made by this section shall 
take effect on the date of enactment of this 
section, and this amendment and clause 
212(a)(3)(B)(ii) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)(B)(ii)), as 
amended by this section, shall apply to— 

(a) removal proceedings instituted before, 
on, or after the date of the enactment of this 
section; and 

(b) acts and conditions constituting a 
ground for inadmissibility, excludability, de-
portation, or removal occurring or existing 
before, on, or after such date. 

SA 320. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 275 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and 
Ms. COLLINS) to the bill S. 4, to make 
the United States more secure by im-
plementing unfinished recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission to fight 
the war on terror more effectively, to 
improve homeland security, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. IMPROVEMENTS TO THE CLASSIFIED 

INFORMATION PROCEDURES ACT. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Classified Information Proce-
dures Reform Act of 2007’’. 

(b) INTERLOCUTORY APPEALS UNDER THE 
CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PROCEDURES ACT.— 
Section 7(a) of the Classified Information 
Procedures Act (18 U.S.C. App.) is amended 
by adding at the end ‘‘The Government’s 
right to appeal under this section applies 
without regard to whether the order ap-
pealed from was entered under this Act.’’. 

(c) EX PARTE AUTHORIZATIONS UNDER THE 
CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PROCEDURES ACT.— 
Section 4 of the Classified Information Pro-
cedures Act (18 U.S.C. App.) is amended— 

(1) in the second sentence— 
(A) by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting 

‘‘shall’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘written statement to be 

inspected’’ and inserting ‘‘statement to be 
made ex parte and to be considered’’; and 

(2) in the third sentence— 
(A) by striking ‘‘If the court enters an 

order granting relief following such an ex 
parte showing, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’; 
and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘, as well as any summary 
of the classified information the defendant 
seeks to obtain,’’ after ‘‘text of the state-
ment of the United States’’. 

(d) APPLICATION OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA-
TION PROCEDURES ACT TO NONDOCUMENTARY 
INFORMATION.—Section 4 of the Classified In-
formation Procedures Act (18 U.S.C. App.) is 
amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘, 
AND ACCESS TO,’’ after ‘‘OF’’; 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(a) DISCOVERY OF CLASSI-
FIED INFORMATION FROM DOCUMENTS.—’’ be-
fore the first sentence; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) ACCESS TO OTHER CLASSIFIED INFORMA-

TION.— 
‘‘(1) If the defendant seeks access through 

deposition under the Federal Rules of Crimi-
nal Procedure or otherwise to non-documen-
tary information from a potential witness or 
other person which he knows or reasonably 
believes is classified, he shall notify the at-
torney for the United States and the district 
court in writing. Such notice shall specify 
with particularity the classified information 
sought by the defendant and the legal basis 
for such access. At a time set by the court, 
the United States may oppose access to the 
classified information. 

‘‘(2) If, after consideration of any objection 
raised by the United States, including any 
objection asserted on the basis of privilege, 
the court determines that the defendant is 
legally entitled to have access to the infor-
mation specified in the notice required by 
paragraph (1), the United States may request 
the substitution of a summary of the classi-
fied information or the substitution of a 
statement admitting relevant facts that the 
classified information would tend to prove. 

‘‘(3) The court shall permit the United 
States to make its objection to access or its 
request for such substitution in the form of 
a statement to be made ex parte and to be 
considered by the court alone. The entire 
text of the statement of the United States, 
as well as any summary of the classified in-
formation the defendant seeks to obtain, 
shall be sealed and preserved in the records 
of the court and made available to the appel-
late court in the event of an appeal. 

‘‘(4) The court shall grant the request of 
the United States to substitute a summary 
of the classified information or to substitute 
a statement admitting relevant facts that 
the classified information would tend to 
prove if it finds that the summary or state-
ment will provide the defendant with sub-
stantially the same ability to make his de-
fense as would disclosure of the specific clas-
sified information. 

‘‘(5) A defendant may not obtain access to 
classified information subject to this sub-
section except as provided in this subsection. 
Any proceeding, whether by deposition under 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure or 
otherwise, in which a defendant seeks to ob-
tain access to such classified information 
not previously authorized by a court for dis-
closure under this subsection must be dis-
continued or may proceed only as to lines of 
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inquiry not involving such classified infor-
mation.’’. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, March 1, 2007, at 
9:30 a.m., in open session to receive tes-
timony on Afghanistan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to hold a 
hearing during the sessions of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, March 1, 2007, at 10 
a.m. in room 253 of the Russell Senate 
Office Building. The purpose of the 
hearing is to evaluate the Universal 
Service fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to hold a hearing 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, March 1, 2007, at 9:30 a.m. in 
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. The purpose of the hear-
ing is to receive testimony on the En-
ergy Information Administration’s An-
nual Energy Outlook. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet for a 
hearing on Thursday, March 1, 2007, at 
10 a.m. in SD–406. The purpose of the 
hearing is to review state, local and re-
gional government approaches to ad-
dress global warming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session on Thursday, 
March 1, 2007, at 10 a.m., in 215 Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, to hear testi-
mony on ‘‘Medicare Payment for Phy-
sician Services: Examining New Ap-
proaches’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to conduct a markup on Thursday, 
March 1, 2007 at 10 a.m. in Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building Room 226. 

Agenda 

I. Matters Carried Over from Pre-
vious Meeting: S. 236, The Federal 
Agency Data Mining Reporting Act of 
2007, Feingold, Sununu; S. 378, The 
Court Security Improvement Act of 
2007, Leahy, Specter, Durbin, Cornyn, 
Kennedy, Hatch; S. 442, The John R. 
Justice Prosecutors and Defenders In-
centive Act of 2007, Durbin, Specter, 
Leahy, Biden. 

II. Nominations: Thomas M. 
Hardiman to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Third Circuit: John Pres-
ton Bailey to be U.S. District Judge for 
the Northern District of West Virginia; 
Otis D. Wright, II, to be U.S. District 
Judge for the Central District of Cali-
fornia; George H. Wu to be U.S. Dis-
trict Judge for the Central District of 
California. 

III. Bills: S. 261, Animal Fighting 
Prohibition Enforcement Act of 2007, 
Cantwell, Specter, Durbin, Kyl, Fein-
stein, Feingold, Kohl; S. 376, Law En-
forcement Officers Safety Act of 2007, 
Leahy, Specter, Kyl, Cornyn, Grassley, 
Sessions. 

IV. Resolutions: S. Res. 78, Desig-
nating April 2007 as ‘‘National Autism 
Awareness Month’’, Hagel, Feingold; S. 
Res. 81, Recognizing the 45th anniver-
sary of John Glenn’s becoming the first 
United States astronaut to orbit the 
Earth), Brown, Voinovich. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 1, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. to 
hold a closed hearing. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN-
AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, AND 
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Federal Financial Man-
agement, Government Information, 
and International Security be author-
ized to meet on Thursday, March 1, 
2007, at 3 p.m. for a hearing regarding 
‘‘Improving Federal Financial Manage-
ment: Progress Made and the Chal-
lenges Ahead,’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND FORESTS 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Public Lands and For-
ests be authorized to hold a hearing 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, March 1, 2007, at 2 p.m. in 
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. The purpose of the hear-
ing is to receive testimony on S. 380, to 
reauthorize the Secure Rural Schools 
and Community Self-Determination 
Act of 2000, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session for the 
consideration of Executive Calendar 
Nos. 32 through 35 and all nominations 
on the Secretary’s desk; that the nomi-
nations be confirmed; the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table; any 
statements thereon be printed at the 
appropriate place in the RECORD; the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action; and the Senate re-
turn to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officers for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grades indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brigadier General Shelby G. Bryant, 0000 
Brigadier General Howard M. Edwards, 0000 
Brigadier General Norman L. Elliott, 0000 
Brigadier General Steven E. Foster, 0000 
Brigadier General Robert D. Ireton, 0000 
Brigadier General Emil Lassen, III, 0000 
Brigadier General George T. Lynn, 0000 
Brigadier General Robert B. Newman, Jr., 

0000 
Brigadier General Timothy R. Rush, 0000 
Brigadier General Stephen M. Sischo, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

Colonel Craig W. Blankenstein, 0000 
Colonel William J. Crisler, Jr., 0000 
Colonel Johnny O. Haikey, 0000 
Colonel Rodney K. Hunter, 0000 
Colonel Jeffrey R. Johnson, 0000 
Colonel Verle L. Johnston, Jr., 0000 
Colonel Jeffrey S. Lawson, 0000 
Colonel Bruce R. Macomber, 0000 
Colonel Gregory L. Marston, 0000 
Colonel James M. McCormack, 0000 
Colonel Deborah C. McManus, 0000 
Colonel John E. Mooney, Jr., 0000 
Colonel Daniel L. Peabody, 0000 
Colonel Kenny Ricket, 0000 
Colonel Scott B. Schofield, 0000 
Colonel John G. Sheedy, 0000 
Colonel John B. Soileau, Jr., 0000 
Colonel Francis A. Turley, 0000 
Colonel James R. Wilson, 0000 
Colonel Paul G. Worcester, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Benjamin C. Freakley, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 624: 

To be brigadier general 

Colonel David H. Berger, 0000 
Colonel William D. Beydler, 0000 
Colonel Mark A. Brilakis, 0000 
Colonel Mark A. Clark, 0000 
Colonel David C. Garza, 0000 
Colonel Charles L. Hudson, 0000 
Colonel Ronald J. Johnson, 0000 
Colonel Thomas M. Murray, 0000 
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Colonel Lawrence D. Nicholson, 0000 
Colonel Andrew W. O’Donnell, Jr., 0000 
Colonel Robert R. Ruark, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Marine Corps Re-
serve to the grade indicated under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Tracy L. Garrett, 0000 
NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 

DESK 
IN THE AIR FORCE 

PN216 AIR FORCE nominations (14) begin-
ning GINO L. AUTERI, and ending JESUS E. 
ZARATE, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN217 AIR FORCE nominations (15) begin-
ning BRIAN E. BERGERON, and ending 
LOLO WONG, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN218 AIR FORCE nominations (35) begin-
ning BRIAN D. AFFLECK, and ending 
LORNA A. WESTFALL, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN219 AIR FORCE nominations (24) begin-
ning WILLIAM R. BAEZ, and ending MI-
CHAEL D. WEBB, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN220 AIR FORCE nominations (151) begin-
ning KENT D. ABBOTT, and ending AN ZHU, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN221 AIR FORCE nominations (4) begin-
ning ANTHONY J. PACENTA, and ending 
CHARLES J. MALONE, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN222 AIR FORCE nominations (51) begin-
ning TANSEL ACAR, and ending DAVID A. 
ZIMLIKI, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN223 AIR FORCE nominations (287) begin-
ning BRIAN G. ACCOLA, and ending DAVID 
H. ZONIES, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN256 AIR FORCE nominations (2) begin-
ning JEFFREY M. KLOSKY, and ending 
ROBERT W. ROSS III, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 15, 
2007. 

IN THE ARMY 
PN224 ARMY nomination of Todd A. 

Plimpton, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 7, 2007. 

PN225 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
PERRY L. HAGAMAN, and ending WILLIAM 
A. HALL, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN226 ARMY nominations (84) beginning 
DAVID W. ADMIRE, and ending D060341, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN227 ARMY nominations (129) beginning 
JAMES A. ADAMEC, and ending VANESSA 
WORSHAM, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN228 ARMY nominations (26) beginning 
DENNIS R. BELL, and ending KENT J. 
VINCE, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN229 ARMY nominations (157) beginning 
RONALD J. AQUINO, and ending D060343, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-

ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 7, 2007. 

PN257 ARMY nomination of Miyako N. 
Schanely, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 15, 2007. 

PN258 ARMY nominations (72) beginning 
ANTHONY C. ADOLPH, and ending 
KAIESHA N. WRIGHT, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 15, 
2007. 

PN259 ARMY nominations (26) beginning 
ANDREW W. AQUINO, and ending PAUL J. 
WILLIS, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 15, 2007. 

PN273 ARMY nomination of Susan M. 
Osovitzoien, which was received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 16, 2007. 

PN274 ARMY nomination of Tom K. 
Staton, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 16, 2007. 

PN275 ARMY nomination of Evan F. Till-
man, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb-
ruary 16, 2007. 

PN276 ARMY nominations (3) beginning 
MICHAEL A. CLARK, and ending JANET L. 
NORMAN, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 16, 2007. 

PN277 ARMY nominations (7) beginning 
EDWARD W. TRUDO, and ending MING 
JIANG, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 16, 2007. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
PN261 MARINE CORPS nominations (2) be-

ginning DONALD E. EVANS JR., and ending 
ELLIOTT J. ROWE, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 15, 2007. 

PN262 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Jorge L. Medina, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 15, 2007. 

PN263 MARINE CORPS nominations (2) be-
ginning DOUGLAS M. FINN, and ending 
RONALD P. HEFLIN, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 15, 
2007. 

PN264 MARINE CORPS nominations (3) be-
ginning CHARLES E. BROWN, and ending 
DAVID S. PHILLIPS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 15, 
2007. 

PN265 MARINE CORPS nominations (4) be-
ginning STEVEN P. COUTURE, and ending 
JESSE MCRAE, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 15, 2007. 

PN266 MARINE CORPS nominations (94) 
beginning JONATHAN G. ALLEN, and end-
ing JOHN W. WIGGINS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 15, 
2007. 

PN278 MARINE CORPS nominations (2) be-
ginning CHARLES E. DANIELS, and ending 
TIMOTHY O. EVANS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 16, 
2007. 

PN279 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Brian T. Thompson, which was received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 16, 2007. 

PN280 MARINE CORPS nomination of Mi-
chael R. Cirillo, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 16, 2007. 

PN281 MARINE CORPS nominations (2) be-
ginning VERNON L. DARISO, and ending 

RICHARD W. FIORVANTI JR., which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in he Congressional Record of Feb-
ruary 16, 2007. 

PN282 MARINE CORPS nominations (4) be-
ginning LEONARD R. DOMITROVITS, and 
ending ROBERT W. SAJEWSKI, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb-
ruary 16, 2007. 

PN283 MARINE CORPS nominations (9) be-
ginning SAMSON P. AVENETTI, and ending 
FRANCISCO C. RAGSAC, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 16, 
2007. 

PN284 MARINE CORPS nominations (7) be-
ginning JASON B. DAVIS, and ending 
PETER M. TAVARES, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 16, 
2007. 

PN285 MARINE CORPS nominations (6) be-
ginning DARREN L. DUCOING, and ending 
KENNETH L. VANZANDT, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb-
ruary 16, 2007. 

PN286 MARINE CORPS nominations (4) be-
ginning ROBERT T. CHARLTON, and ending 
BRIAN A. TOBLER, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 16, 2007. 

IN THE NAVY 

PN268 NAVY nomination of Mark A. 
Gladue, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 15, 2007. 

PN270 NAVY nomination of Terry L. 
Rucker, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 15, 2007. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume legislative session. 

f 

AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES BY 
COMMITTEES 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No. 60, S. Res. 89. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 89) authorizing ex-

penditures by committees of the Senate for 
the periods March 1, 2007, through September 
30, 2007, and October 1, 2007, through Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and October 1, 2008, through 
February 28, 2009. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, and that any 
statements relating thereto be printed 
in the RECORD as if read, without inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 89) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 89 

Resolved, 
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SECTION 1. AGGREGATE AUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of carrying 
out the powers, duties, and functions under 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, and under 
the appropriate authorizing resolutions of 
the Senate there is authorized for the period 
March 1, 2007, through September 30, 2007, in 
the aggregate of $55,446,216, for the period 
October 1, 2007, through September 30, 2008, 
in the aggregate of $97,164,714, and for the pe-
riod October 1, 2008, through February 28, 
2009, in the aggregate of $41,263,116, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this resolu-
tion, for standing committees of the Senate, 
the Special Committee on Aging, the Select 
Committee on Intelligence, and the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

(b) AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS.—There are au-
thorized such sums as may be necessary for 
agency contributions related to the com-
pensation of employees of the committees 
for the period March 1, 2007, through Sep-
tember 30, 2007, for the period October 1, 2007, 
through September 30, 2008, and for the pe-
riod October 1, 2008, through February 28, 
2009, to be paid from the appropriations ac-
count for ‘‘Expenses of Inquiries and Inves-
tigations’’ of the Senate. 
SEC. 2. COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRI-

TION, AND FORESTRY. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry is authorized from March 1, 
2007, through February 28, 2009, in its discre-
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $2,204,538, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $40,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,862,713, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $40,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,640,188, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-

vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $40,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 3. COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Armed Services is author-
ized from March 1, 2007, through February 28, 
2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,073,254, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$7,139,800, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $80,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $3,032,712, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 4. COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 

URBAN AFFAIRS. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs is authorized from March 1, 
2007, through February 28, 2009, in its discre-
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,370,280, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $12,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $700, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$5,905,629, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $1,200, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,507,776, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $8,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $500, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 5. COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on the Budget is authorized from 
March 1, 2007, through February 28, 2009, in 
its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,554,606, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $35,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $70,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
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(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-

RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$6,230,828, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $60,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $120,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,646,665, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 6. COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, 

AND TRANSPORTATION. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation is authorized from March 1, 
2007, through February 28, 2009, in its discre-
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,652,467, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$6,400,560, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,718,112, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-

vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 7. COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources is authorized from March 1, 2007, 
through February 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,083,641. 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$5,404,061. 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,295,042. 
SEC. 8. COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUB-

LIC WORKS. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works is authorized from March 1, 2007, 
through February 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $2,841,799, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $4,667, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $1,167, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,978,284, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $8,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-

vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $2,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,113,516, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $3,333, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $833, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 9. COMMITTEE ON FINANCE. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Finance is authorized 
from March 1, 2007, through February 28, 
2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,970,374, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $17,500, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,833, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$6,956,895, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,954,095, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $12,500, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,167, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
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SEC. 10. COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Foreign Relations is au-
thorized from March 1, 2007, through Feb-
ruary 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,265,283, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$5,721,937, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,429,876, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 11. COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY 

AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules and S. Res. 445, agreed to October 9, 
2004 (108th Congress), including holding hear-
ings, reporting such hearings, and making 
investigations as authorized by paragraphs 1 
and 8 of rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs is author-
ized from March 1, 2007, through February 28, 
2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $5,393,404, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$9,451,962, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $4,014,158, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(e) INVESTIGATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The committee, or any 

duly authorized subcommittee of the com-
mittee, is authorized to study or inves-
tigate— 

(A) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches of the Government in-
cluding the possible existence of fraud, mis-
feasance, malfeasance, collusion, mis-
management, incompetence, corruption, or 
unethical practices, waste, extravagance, 
conflicts of interest, and the improper ex-
penditure of Government funds in trans-
actions, contracts, and activities of the Gov-
ernment or of Government officials and em-
ployees and any and all such improper prac-
tices between Government personnel and 
corporations, individuals, companies, or per-
sons affiliated therewith, doing business 
with the Government; and the compliance or 
noncompliance of such corporations, compa-
nies, or individuals or other entities with the 
rules, regulations, and laws governing the 
various governmental agencies and its rela-
tionships with the public; 

(B) the extent to which criminal or other 
improper practices or activities are, or have 
been, engaged in the field of labor-manage-
ment relations or in groups or organizations 
of employees or employers, to the detriment 
of interests of the public, employers, or em-
ployees, and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect such inter-
ests against the occurrence of such practices 
or activities; 

(C) organized criminal activity which may 
operate in or otherwise utilize the facilities 
of interstate or international commerce in 
furtherance of any transactions and the 
manner and extent to which, and the iden-
tity of the persons, firms, or corporations, or 
other entities by whom such utilization is 
being made, and further, to study and inves-

tigate the manner in which and the extent to 
which persons engaged in organized criminal 
activity have infiltrated lawful business en-
terprise, and to study the adequacy of Fed-
eral laws to prevent the operations of orga-
nized crime in interstate or international 
commerce; and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect the public 
against such practices or activities; 

(D) all other aspects of crime and lawless-
ness within the United States which have an 
impact upon or affect the national health, 
welfare, and safety; including but not lim-
ited to investment fraud schemes, com-
modity and security fraud, computer fraud, 
and the use of offshore banking and cor-
porate facilities to carry out criminal objec-
tives; 

(E) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches and functions of the 
Government with particular reference to— 

(i) the effectiveness of present national se-
curity methods, staffing, and processes as 
tested against the requirements imposed by 
the rapidly mounting complexity of national 
security problems; 

(ii) the capacity of present national secu-
rity staffing, methods, and processes to 
make full use of the Nation’s resources of 
knowledge and talents; 

(iii) the adequacy of present intergovern-
mental relations between the United States 
and international organizations principally 
concerned with national security of which 
the United States is a member; and 

(iv) legislative and other proposals to im-
prove these methods, processes, and relation-
ships; 

(F) the efficiency, economy, and effective-
ness of all agencies and departments of the 
Government involved in the control and 
management of energy shortages including, 
but not limited to, their performance with 
respect to— 

(i) the collection and dissemination of ac-
curate statistics on fuel demand and supply; 

(ii) the implementation of effective energy 
conservation measures; 

(iii) the pricing of energy in all forms; 
(iv) coordination of energy programs with 

State and local government; 
(v) control of exports of scarce fuels; 
(vi) the management of tax, import, pric-

ing, and other policies affecting energy sup-
plies; 

(vii) maintenance of the independent sec-
tor of the petroleum industry as a strong 
competitive force; 

(viii) the allocation of fuels in short supply 
by public and private entities; 

(ix) the management of energy supplies 
owned or controlled by the Government; 

(x) relations with other oil producing and 
consuming countries; 

(xi) the monitoring of compliance by gov-
ernments, corporations, or individuals with 
the laws and regulations governing the allo-
cation, conservation, or pricing of energy 
supplies; and 

(xii) research into the discovery and devel-
opment of alternative energy supplies; and 

(G) the efficiency and economy of all 
branches and functions of Government with 
particular references to the operations and 
management of Federal regulatory policies 
and programs. 

(2) EXTENT OF INQUIRIES.—In carrying out 
the duties provided in paragraph (1), the in-
quiries of this committee or any sub-
committee of the committee shall not be 
construed to be limited to the records, func-
tions, and operations of any particular 
branch of the Government and may extend 
to the records and activities of any persons, 
corporation, or other entity. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:08 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00101 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S01MR7.REC S01MR7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2538 March 1, 2007 
(3) SPECIAL COMMITTEE AUTHORITY.—For 

the purposes of this subsection, the com-
mittee, or any duly authorized sub-
committee of the committee, or its chair-
man, or any other member of the committee 
or subcommittee designated by the chair-
man, from March 1, 2007, through February 
28, 2009, is authorized, in its, his, or their dis-
cretion— 

(A) to require by subpoena or otherwise the 
attendance of witnesses and production of 
correspondence, books, papers, and docu-
ments; 

(B) to hold hearings; 
(C) to sit and act at any time or place dur-

ing the sessions, recess, and adjournment pe-
riods of the Senate; 

(D) to administer oaths; and 
(E) to take testimony, either orally or by 

sworn statement, or, in the case of staff 
members of the Committee and the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, by 
deposition in accordance with the Com-
mittee Rules of Procedure. 

(4) AUTHORITY OF OTHER COMMITTEES.— 
Nothing contained in this subsection shall 
affect or impair the exercise of any other 
standing committee of the Senate of any 
power, or the discharge by such committee 
of any duty, conferred or imposed upon it by 
the Standing Rules of the Senate or by the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

(5) SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.—All subpoenas 
and related legal processes of the committee 
and its subcommittee authorized under S. 
Res. 50, agreed to February 17, 2005 (109th 
Congress) are authorized to continue. 
SEC. 12. COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, 

LABOR, AND PENSIONS. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions is authorized from March 1, 
2007, through February 28, 2009, in its discre-
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,794,663, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$8,402,456, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 

such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $3,568,366, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 13. COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on the Judiciary is author-
ized from March 1, 2007, through February 28, 
2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $5,220,177, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$9,150,340, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $3,886,766, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 14. COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINIS-

TRATION. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 

rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Rules and Administration 
is authorized from March 1, 2007, through 
February 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,461,012, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $6,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,561,183, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,087,981, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $21,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,200, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 15. COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship is authorized from March 1, 2007, 
through February 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,373,063, of which amount— 
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(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 

for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,405,349, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,021,186, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 16. COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs is au-
thorized from March 1, 2007, through Feb-
ruary 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,259,442, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $59,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $12,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,207,230, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 

such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $937,409, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $42,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $8,334, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 17. SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions imposed by 
section 104 of S. Res. 4, agreed to February 4, 
1977 (Ninety-fifth Congress), and in exer-
cising the authority conferred on it by such 
section, the Special Committee on Aging is 
authorized from March 1, 2007, through Feb-
ruary 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,524,019, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $117,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,670,342, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,133,885, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $85,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 18. SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under S. 
Res. 400, agreed to May 19, 1976 (94th Con-
gress), as amended by S. Res. 445, agreed to 
October 9, 2004 (108th Congress), in accord-
ance with its jurisdiction under sections 3(a) 
and 17 of such S. Res. 400, including holding 
hearings, reporting such hearings, and mak-
ing investigations as authorized by section 5 
of such S. Res. 400, the Select Committee on 

Intelligence is authorized from March 1, 2007, 
through February 28, 2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,220,932, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $32,083, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,834, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$5,643,433, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $55,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,396,252, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $22,917, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,166, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 19. COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions imposed by 
section 105 of S. Res. 4, agreed to February 4, 
1977 (95th Congress), and in exercising the 
authority conferred on it by that section, 
the Committee on Indian Affairs is author-
ized from March 1, 2007, through February 28, 
2009, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2007.—The expenses of the com-
mittee for the period March 1, 2007, through 
September 30, 2007, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,183,262, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for training consultants of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202(j) of that Act). 
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(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 PE-

RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2007, through September 30, 
2008, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,071,712, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for training consultants of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2009.—For the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $879,131, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for training consultants of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202(j) of that Act). 
SEC. 20. SPECIAL RESERVE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Within the funds in 
the account ‘‘Expenses of Inquiries and In-
vestigations’’ appropriated by the legislative 
branch appropriation Acts for fiscal years 
2007, 2008, and 2009, there is authorized to be 
established a special reserve to be available 
to any committee funded by this resolution 
as provided in subsection (b) of which— 

(1) an amount not to exceed $4,375,000, shall 
be available for the period March 1, 2007, 
through September 30, 2007; and 

(2) an amount not to exceed $7,500,000, shall 
be available for the period October 1, 2007, 
through September 30, 2008; and 

(3) an amount not to exceed $3,125,000, shall 
be available for the period October 1, 2008, 
through February 28, 2009. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—The special reserve au-
thorized in subsection (a) shall be available 
to any committee— 

(1) on the basis of special need to meet un-
paid obligations incurred by that committee 
during the periods referred to in paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) of subsection (a); and 

(2) at the request of a Chairman and Rank-
ing Member of that committee subject to the 
approval of the Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration. 

f 

MODIFYING INDIVIDUAL ELIGI-
BILITY FOR ASSOCIATE MEM-
BERSHIP IN THE MILITARY 
ORDER OF THE PURPLE HEART 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, INCORPORATED 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. 743, which was introduced 
earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the bill by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill (S. 743) to amend title 36, United 

States Code, to modify the individuals eligi-
ble for associate membership in the Military 
Order of the Purple Heart of the United 
States of America, Incorporated. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 

read the third time and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 743) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

S. 743 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MODIFICATION OF INDIVIDUALS ELI-

GIBLE FOR ASSOCIATE MEMBER-
SHIP IN MILITARY ORDER OF THE 
PURPLE HEART OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA, INCOR-
PORATED. 

Section 140503(b) of title 36, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘, spouses, sib-
lings,’’ after ‘‘parents’’. 

f 

RECOMMITTING TO A POLITICAL 
SOLUTION TO THE CONFLICT IN 
NORTHERN UGANDA 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 16, which was sub-
mitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 16) 

calling on the Government of Uganda and 
the Lord’s Resistance Army to recommit to 
a political solution to the conflict in north-
ern Uganda and to recommence vital peace 
talks, and urging immediate and substantial 
support for the ongoing peace process from 
the United States and the international com-
munity. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution be agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating thereto 
be printed in the RECORD as if read, 
without intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 16) was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, reads as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 16 

Whereas, for nearly two decades, the Gov-
ernment of Uganda has been engaged in an 
armed conflict with the Lord’s Resistance 
Army (LRA) that has resulted in up to 
200,000 deaths from violence and disease and 
the displacement of more than 1,600,000 civil-
ians from eastern and northern Uganda. 

Whereas former United Nations Undersec-
retary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and 
Emergency Relief Coordinator Jan Egeland 
has called the crisis in northern Uganda ‘‘the 
biggest forgotten, neglected humanitarian 
emergency in the world today’’; 

Whereas Joseph Kony, the leader of the 
LRA, and several of his associates have been 
indicted by the International Criminal Court 

for war crimes and crimes against humanity, 
including rape, murder, enslavement, sexual 
enslavement, and the forced recruitment of 
an estimated 66,000 children; 

Whereas the LRA is a severe and repeat vi-
olator of human rights and has continued to 
attack civilians and humanitarian aid work-
ers despite a succession of ceasefire agree-
ments; 

Whereas the Secretary of State has labeled 
the LRA ‘‘vicious and cult-like’’ and des-
ignates it as a terrorist organization; 

Whereas the 2005 Department of State re-
port on the human rights record of the Gov-
ernment of Uganda found that ‘‘security 
forces committed unlawful killings . . . and 
were responsible for deaths as a result of tor-
ture’’ along with other ‘‘serious problems,’’ 
including repression of political opposition, 
official impunity, and violence against 
women and children; 

Whereas, in the 2004 Northern Uganda Cri-
sis Response Act (Public Law 108–283; 118 
Stat. 912), Congress declared its support for a 
peaceful resolution of the conflict in north-
ern and eastern Uganda and called for the 
United States and the international commu-
nity to assist in rehabilitation, reconstruc-
tion, and demobilization efforts; 

Whereas the Cessation of Hostilities Agree-
ment, which was mediated by the Govern-
ment of Southern Sudan and signed by rep-
resentatives of the Government of Uganda 
and the LRA on August 20, 2006, and ex-
tended on November 1, 2006, requires both 
parties to cease all hostile military and 
media offensives and asks the Sudan People’s 
Liberation Army to facilitate the safe as-
sembly of LRA fighters in designated areas 
for the duration of the peace talks; 

Whereas the Cessation of Hostilities Agree-
ment is set to expire on February 28, 2007, 
and although both parties to the agreement 
have indicated that they are willing to con-
tinue with the peace talks, no date has been 
set for resumption of the talks, and recent 
reports have suggested that both rebel and 
Government forces are preparing to return 
to war; 

Whereas a return to civil war would yield 
disastrous results for the people of northern 
Uganda and for regional stability, while 
peace in Uganda will bolster the fragile Com-
prehensive Peace Agreement in Sudan and 
de-escalate tensions in the Democratic Re-
public of the Congo; 

Whereas continuing violence and insta-
bility obstruct the delivery of humanitarian 
assistance to the people of northern Uganda 
and impede national and regional trade, de-
velopment and democratization efforts, and 
counter-terrorism initiatives; and 

Whereas the Senate unanimously passed 
Senate Resolution 366, 109th Congress, 
agreed to February 6, 2006, and Senate Reso-
lution 573, 109th Congress, agreed to Sep-
tember 19, 2006, calling on Uganda, Sudan, 
the United States, and the international 
community to bring justice and provide hu-
manitarian assistance to northern Uganda 
and to support the successful transition from 
conflict to sustainable peace, while the 
House of Representatives has not yet consid-
ered comparable legislation: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) disapproves of the LRA leadership’s in-
consistent commitment to resolving the con-
flict in Uganda peacefully; 

(2) urges the Lord’s Resistance Army 
(LRA) and the Government of Uganda to re-
turn to negotiations in order to extend and 
expand upon the existing ceasefire and to re-
commit to pursuing a political solution to 
this conflict; 

(3) entreats all parties in the region to im-
mediately cease human rights violations and 
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address, within the context of a broader na-
tional reconciliation process in Uganda, 
issues of accountability and impunity for 
those crimes against humanity already com-
mitted; 

(4) presses leaders on both sides of the con-
flict in Uganda to renounce any intentions 
and halt any preparations to resume violence 
and to ensure that this message is clearly 
conveyed to armed elements under their con-
trol; and 

(5) calls on the Secretary of State, the Ad-
ministrator of the United States Agency for 
International Development, and the heads of 
other similar governmental agencies and 
nongovernmental organizations within the 
international community to continue and 
augment efforts to alleviate the humani-
tarian crisis in northern Uganda and to sup-
port a peaceful resolution to this crisis by 
publicly and forcefully reiterating the pre-
ceding demands. 

f 

SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND 
IDEALS OF A NATIONAL MEDAL 
OF HONOR DAY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of H. Con. Res. 47, received from 
the House and at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 47) 
supporting the goals and ideals of a National 
Medal of Honor Day to celebrate and honor 
the recipients of the Medal of Honor. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution be agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, and the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with-
out intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 47) was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 800 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand that H.R. 800 has been received 
from the House and is at the desk. I 
ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title for 
the first time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 800) to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to establish an efficient 
system to enable employees to form, join, or 
assist labor organizations, to provide for 
mandatory injunctions for unfair labor prac-
tices during the organizing efforts, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
its second reading and object to my 
own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The bill will be read a 

second time on the next legislative 
day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MARCH 2, 
2007 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 9:30 a.m., Friday, 
March 2; that on Friday, following the 
prayer and pledge, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, and 
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day; 
that the Senate then resume consider-
ation of S. 4, and that the time until 10 
a.m. be for debate to run concurrently 
on the Sununu amendment No. 292 and 
the Salazar amendment No. 280, with 
the time equally divided and controlled 
between Senators SUNUNU and SALAZAR 
or their designees; that no amendments 
be in order to either amendment prior 
to the vote; and that at 10 a.m., with-
out further intervening action or de-
bate, the Senate vote in relation to the 
Sununu amendment; that upon disposi-
tion of the Sununu amendment, the 
Senate then vote in relation to the 
Salazar amendment; that there be 2 
minutes of debate equally divided be-
tween the votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate today, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:40 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
March 2, 2007, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate Thursday, March 1, 2007: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADES INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIGADIER GENERAL SHELBY G. BRYANT, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL HOWARD M. EDWARDS, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL NORMAN L. ELLIOTT, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL STEVEN E. FOSTER, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL ROBERT D. IRETON, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL EMIL LASSEN III, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL GEORGE T. LYNN, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL ROBERT B. NEWMAN, JR., 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL TIMOTHY R. RUSH, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL STEPHEN M. SISCHO, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

COLONEL CRAIG W. BLANKENSTEIN, 0000 
COLONEL WILLIAM J. CRISLER, JR., 0000 
COLONEL JOHNNY O. HAIKEY, 0000 
COLONEL RODNEY K. HUNTER, 0000 
COLONEL JEFFREY R. JOHNSON, 0000 
COLONEL VERLE L. JOHNSTON, JR., 0000 
COLONEL JEFFREY S. LAWSON, 0000 
COLONEL BRUCE R. MACOMBER, 0000 
COLONEL GREGORY L. MARSTON, 0000 
COLONEL JAMES M. MCCORMACK, 0000 
COLONEL DEBORAH C. MCMANUS, 0000 
COLONEL JOHN E. MOONEY, JR., 0000 
COLONEL DANIEL L. PEABODY, 0000 
COLONEL KENNY RICKET, 0000 
COLONEL SCOTT B. SCHOFIELD, 0000 

COLONEL JOHN G. SHEEDY, 0000 
COLONEL JOHN B. SOILEAU, JR., 0000 
COLONEL FRANCIS A. TURLEY, 0000 
COLONEL JAMES R. WILSON, 0000 
COLONEL PAUL G. WORCESTER, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. BENJAMIN C. FREAKLEY, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

COLONEL DAVID H. BERGER, 0000 
COLONEL WILLIAM D. BEYDLER, 0000 
COLONEL MARK A. BRILAKIS, 0000 
COLONEL MARK A. CLARK, 0000 
COLONEL DAVID C. GARZA, 0000 
COLONEL CHARLES L. HUDSON, 0000 
COLONEL RONALD J. JOHNSON, 0000 
COLONEL THOMAS M. MURRAY, 0000 
COLONEL LAWRENCE D. NICHOLSON, 0000 
COLONEL ANDREW W. O’DONNELL, JR., 0000 
COLONEL ROBERT R. RUARK, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS RESERVE TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be Brigadier General 

COL. TRACY L. GARRETT, 0000 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GINO L. 
AUTERI AND ENDING WITH JESUS E. ZARATE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN E. 
BERGERON AND ENDING WITH LOLO WONG, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN D. 
AFFLECK AND ENDING WITH LORNA A. WESTFALL, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH WILLIAM R. 
BAEZ AND ENDING WITH MICHAEL D. WEBB, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KENT D. 
ABBOTT AND ENDING WITH AN ZHU, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ANTHONY 
J. PACENTA AND ENDING WITH CHARLES J. MALONE, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH TANSEL 
ACAR AND ENDING WITH DAVID A. ZIMLIKI, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN G. 
ACCOLA AND ENDING WITH DAVID H. ZONIES, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
7, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JEFFREY 
M. KLOSKY AND ENDING WITH ROBERT W. ROSS III, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 15, 2007. 

IN THE ARMY 

ARMY NOMINATION OF TODD A. PLIMPTON, 0000, TO BE 
COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH PERRY L. 
HAGAMAN AND ENDING WITH WILLIAM A. HALL, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
7, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID W. AD-
MIRE AND ENDING WITH D060341, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 7, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JAMES A. 
ADAMEC AND ENDING WITH VANESSA WORSHAM, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
7, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DENNIS R. BELL 
AND ENDING WITH KENT J. VINCE, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 7, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RONALD J. 
AQUINO AND ENDING WITH D060343, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 7, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF MIYAKO N. SCHANELY, 0000, TO 
BE COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ANTHONY C. AD-
OLPH AND ENDING WITH KAIESHA N. WRIGHT, WHICH 
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NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
15, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ANDREW W. 
AQUINO AND ENDING WITH PAUL J. WILLIS, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
15, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF SUSAN M. OSOVITZOIEN, 0000, TO 
BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF TOM K. STATON, 0000, TO BE 
MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF EVAN F. TILLMAN, 0000, TO BE 
MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MICHAEL A. 
CLARK AND ENDING WITH JANET L. NORMAN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
16, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH EDWARD W. 
TRUDO AND ENDING WITH MING JIANG, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 16, 2007. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DON-
ALD E. EVANS, JR. AND ENDING WITH ELLIOTT J. ROWE, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 15, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF JORGE L. MEDINA, 0000, 
TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DOUG-
LAS M. FINN AND ENDING WITH RONALD P. HEFLIN, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 15, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
CHARLES E. BROWN AND ENDING WITH DAVID S. PHIL-
LIPS, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 15, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH STE-
VEN P. COUTURE AND ENDING WITH JESSE MCRAE, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 15, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JONA-
THAN G. ALLEN AND ENDING WITH JOHN W. WIGGINS, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 15, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
CHARLES E. DANIELS AND ENDING WITH TIMOTHY O. 
EVANS, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 16, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF BRIAN T. THOMPSON, 
0000, TO BE MAJOR. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF MICHAEL R. CIRILLO, 
0000, TO BE MAJOR. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
VERNON L. DARISO AND ENDING WITH RICHARD W. 
FIORVANTI, JR., WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED 

BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 16, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH LEON-
ARD R. DOMITROVITS AND ENDING WITH ROBERT W. 
SAJEWSKI, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 16, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH SAM-
SON P. AVENETTI AND ENDING WITH FRANCISCO C. 
RAGSAC, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 16, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JASON 
B. DAVIS AND ENDING WITH PETER M. TAVARES, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
16, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
DARREN L. DUCOING AND ENDING WITH KENNETH L. 
VANZANDT, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 16, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ROB-
ERT T. CHARLTON AND ENDING WITH BRIAN A. TOBLER, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 16, 2007. 

IN THE NAVY 

NAVY NOMINATION OF MARK A. GLADUE, 0000, TO BE 
COMMANDER. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF TERRY L. RUCKER, 0000, TO BE 
CAPTAIN. 
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